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THE DISASTER IN THE SOVIET UNION 
AND THE TROTSKYITES 


As matters stand today, the Soviet 
Union, undermined for almost 
two decades by the counter-revolution=- 
ary Stalinist burocracy, faces certain 
destruction. The most crucial task of 
the advanced workers is to determino 
whose policy can provide the Soviet 
' Union with a genuine defense. It is 
the Stalinist rulers and their reac- 
tionary political line who have 
brougnt matters to their present trag- 
ic state. They key point, therefore. 
in evaluating any policy which is ad- 
vanced as a defense of the Soviet Uni- 
on, is to see what relation it estabe 
lishes between the workers and the 
Stalinist burocracy. Does the policy 
place the workers on a clear-aut line 
of overthrowing Stalinism, or does it 
teach the workers that for some reason 
or other it is correct to support 
itelin and his burocracy? Does it 
make it unequivocally clear that uder 
Stalinist rule the Soviet Union faces 
inevitable and unavoidable defeat, or 
does it pose the possibility of a suce 
cessful defense and even victory for 
the Soriet Union wmnder Stalinism? 
These are the acid-test questions that 
deside whether the policy is one which 
actually leads to victory fr the 
workers of the Soviet Union or to de- 
feat and a bourgeois fascist military 
dictatorshipe 


In The Militant of August 8, 1942 
the conditions Yor preserving the So- 
viet Union are stated in the following 
terms: 


"Po preserve the Soviet Union 
the Soviet masses must rid them- 
selves of Stalin, they must convert 
this war into a revolutionary war, 
they must restore Soviet democracye" 


Is this formulation correct? Can 


this line lead toa genuine defense 

and the possibility of victory for th 
Soviet Union? The answer is: Yes§! Jt 

is absolutely correct; it is the only 

line that can lead to a genuine de- 

fense and victory for the Soviet Union. 

Every worker is duty-bound to support 

this position. It is stated in cryst- 

al-clear terms; the Soviet Union can- 

not be preserved unless tho masses rid 

themselves of Stalin and his gang, 

transform the war into a war for pro- 

letarian revolution .and establish a 

genuine workers! democratic rogime, It 

is a positive and irrefutable fact 

that Stalin and his burocracy can 
bring the warkers nothing but disastcr. 
The Trotskyite leaders ‘themselves ac- 
curately observe this fact about the 

Stalinist leadership: “These polid es 

and this lesdership camot bring any- 

thing but disaster." ("The Meaning of 

the Fell of Sevastopol," The Militant, 

July 11, 1942.) Thus far; the” lrot- 

skyite formulations are absolutely 
correct. if these formulations rep- 

resented the real and fundamental 

Trotskyite line, every revolutionary 
worker would be obligated to proclaim 
openly that on this foremost question 
the Trotskyite leaders hold to a truly 
Marxist position. 


Ss. careful examination of the 
Trotskyite line, hovever, discloses 
thet the above-cited correct formula- 
tions. do “not at all. represent ‘the 
actual position of the Trotskyite 
leaders. Behind these accurate formue 
lations there lurks the actusl Trot- 
skyite policy directly negating the 
line of these formulations. This real 
policy is embodied in a series of for- 
mulations made at different times. 


According to the sense of the 
above correct formulations, the condi- 
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tion for the victory cf the Soviet 
Unioa is the overthrow of the Stalin- 
ist burocracy. While Stalinism rules, 
victory is impossible,for the policies 
of the ruling clique lead only to dis- 
astere The workers, while fighting 
the imperialist armies, must bring 
about the overthrow of Stalinism, and 
thus create the conditions for the 
possibility of victory. But, a dif- 
ferent formulation given by Trotsky in 
his "Good Soldier" thesis reverses the 
whole matter and lays down the illusi- 
on that victory is possible while the 
Stalinist burocracy is in power, The 
thesis readss 


"In the Soviet Union, I would 
try to be a good soldier, win the 
sympathy of the soldiers, and fight 


well, Then, at a good morent, when 
victory is assured, I would say: 
‘Now we must finish with the 
bureaucracy." (The Case of Leon 
Trotsky, pe 289. Our emphasis.) 
The chronology of the events in this 


thesis is clear: fight well, victory 
is assured at some moment or other, 
end then finish with the burocracye 
Ceviously, according to this thesis, 
this possible "assured victory" is 
supposed to take place while Stalinism 
rules and precedes the finishing with 
the burccracy. §This.. thesis” ts in 
irreconcilable antagonism with the 
earect position which we cited 
eorliere 


How does it happen that Trotsky 
ever came out with such a position? Is 
this position a peculiar accident, an 
isolated, chance remark, or mes it 
represent the basic Trotskyite line? 
With what else in the Trotskyito line 
is this position connected? 


If victory under Stalinist rule 
is possible or even can be assured, as 
Trotsky posed it, then according te 
this lcgic thé Stalinist burocracy 
must fulfill some positive and there= 
fere necessary function in the defense 
of the Soviet Union. This indeed is 
the Trotskyite line: 


"So long as the Soviet burocracy 
has not been removed by the prolet= 
ariat - a task which will eventual- 
ly be accomplished = it fulfills a 
ee ER function in the defense 
of the workerst state." (L, Trot- 
sky, Bulletin of the Opposition, 
January 1935, #41e Quoted by Trot- 


The Cas 
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sky in ot Leon dretsky, 
Pe 493.) rs 
Thus, om the one hand, the Trotskyites 
tell the-workers that in order to pre- 
serve the Soviet Union it is necessary 
to remove the Stalinist burocracy, that 
the Stalinist policies and rule lead 
the Soviet Union to nothing but dis- 
aster, and. qn the other hand, they as- 
cribe a "necessary function" to the 
Stalinist burocracy |! ‘in the defense of 
the workers! State." 


What kind of a "necessary func- 
tion" can this disaster-c reating 
burocracy fulfill? Its record speaks 
for itself. Ostensibly in the defense 
of the Soviet Union, the Stalinist 
burocracy has disoriented the Russian 
and the international workingclass po- 
litically, has betrayed the masses of 
Germeny,France, Poland, Czechoslovakir 
ard other countries to fascism, has 
burocratically warped the economy, has 
disrupted the military efficiency of 
the army, has plundered the fruits of 
the workers' and peasants toil through 
graft, bribery, theft and usurpation 
and has strangled all the elementary 
rights of the workers secured throvgh 
epoch-making sacrifices in the October 
Revolutim and the Civil War. The 
Stalinist burocracy thus has been ful- 
filling the function of a destroyer, 
not a deferder of the workers! State. 
This is a fact which gives the lie to 
Trot&x y's story that Stalin and his 
burocracy fulfill “a necessary func- 
tion in the defense of the workers? 
State." 


When one holds, as_ do the Trot- 
skyites, that the Stalinist burocracy 
fulfills a necessary function in the 
defense of the Soviet Union, it is 
only logical that onets actual posie 
tion is support to Stalin and his 
burocracy, with the correct form u- 
lations against Stalinism serving as a 
protective cover for this pro-Stalin- 
ist line: 


"With the Left Opposition, we 
declared many times we will sustain 
Stalin and his bureaucracy, and we 
repeat it now. We will sustain 
Stalin and his bureaucracy in every 
effort it makes to defend the new 
form of property against imperial- 
ist attacks, At the same time we 
try to defend the new forms of 
property against Stalin and his 
bureaucracy, against inner attacks 


against the new form of property. 
That is our position.” (Leon Trot- 
sky in The Case of Leon Trotsky, 
De eee here omen eT 


This is obviously a. position of so- 
called “critical support" to Stalinism 
The form it takes is: In so far as 
Stalin defends the workers? State, we 
Support him; in so far as -he under- 


mines the workers? State,we oppose him. 


This position of "in so far as" re- 
calls to mind the notorious position 
of Stalin in March 1917, prior to the 
arrival of Lenin, with respect to the 
Provisional Government. Stalin gave 
"critical support" ‘to Russian imperi- 
alism, masking his support with this 
story of “in so far as" the Provision- 
al Government “fortifies" the revo- 
lution: 


"In so far as the Provisional 
Government fortifies the steps of 
the revolution, to that extent we 
must support its; but, in so far as 
it is counter-revolutionary, support 
to the Provisional Government is 
not permissible," (Stalin at.the 
Bolshevik Conference, March 1917.) 


The arriyal of Lenin put an end to. 
this opportunist farce of ascribing to 
the Provisional Government a "duel 
function" ef on the one hand “fortify- 
ing" the revolution and on the other 
hand undermining it. Lenin unequivoc- 
ally. opposed the line of “critical 
support"; he fought against any sup- 
port to the Provisicnal Government, 
“masked or open. Stalin's line would 


~ have led to the establishment of a 


bourgeois military dictatorship in 


Russia; Lenin's line led to the Octob- | 


er Revolution. 


This line of "in so far as" has 
always been the official and funda- 
mental policy of the Trotskyites with 
respect to the Stalinist burocracy, 
In the clearest possible terms, it was 
formulated by Trotsky as follows; 


"A complete and unqualified sup- 
port in so far as the bureaucracy 
defends the boundaries of the So- 
viet Republic and the foundations 
of the October revolutions; an outs 
spoken criticism in so far as the 
bureaucracy hinders by its admini- 
strative zigzags the defense of the 
revolution and of socialist con= 
struction." (What Next, p. 127.) 
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Does this position on the Stalin- 
ist burocracy ca-respond to reality? 
There is no such political duality as 
a reactionary force performing prog- 
ressive functions in the interests of 
the October Rew lution. Despite Trot- 
sky's statement that the Stalinist 
burocracy "defends the boundaries of 
the Soviet republic and the founda-'- 


tions of the October revolution,” the 


actual truth is that this "defense" 
consists of boastful words and of 
deeds which render the borders of the 
Soviet Union historically defenseless 
against world ime rialisme Few people 
know this as well as the Trotskyite 
leaders. The only way in which those 
borders and those foundations can be 
defended is by the extension of the 
prole tarian revolution in Europe, Asia 
and throughout the capitd ist world. 
Few people know this also so well as 
the Trotskyite leaders, as their or- 
rect statements, with which they 
camouflage their support to the Stai- 
inist burocracy, indicate. 
en OE Coe 

The Stalintern tmrocrats have 
shown great skill in mncealing their 
counter-revolutionary polides with 
correct-sounding statements. To give 
an illustration. In general they cre- 
ate tho impression that they stand for 
the independence of India. At the 
same time they give the workers a line 
of support to British imperialism. How 
do they cover this up? Ey the clever 
maneuver of telling the workers that 
the fight fbr independence is "bub- 
oiiinated" to the needs of the strug- 
gle against fascism, With this lin s 
of “subordination” the Stalinist buroc- 
rats postpone the indopendence of In- 
dia to doomsday. The Trotskyite lead- 
ers understand very well what the re- 
sults of this policy of “subordination” 
will be. In Zhe Militant of August 15, 
1942, they cite Trotsky's exposure of 
this slick trick: : 


"Communists,according to Manuil- 
sky, ‘subordinate the realization 
of this right of secession...in the 
‘interests of defeating fascism,! 
In other words, in the event of war 
botween England and France over 
@lonies, the Indian people must 
support their present slave owners, 
the British imperialists." (Indi- 

-cated omission in the original.) 


This is a correct interpretation of 
the "subordinate" trickery. But what 
do we find when we examine the Trot- 
skyite position in relation to the 


Stalinist burocracy and to-.the 
question of its removal as the only 
correct path. towards the genuine de- 
fense of the Soviet Union? "Subordi- 
nation" of the struggle against te 
burocracy prestmably in the interests 
of fighting against imperialism} 


struggle against the 
subordinated to 


"But our 
burocracy remains 


the wer against impesialisn. That 
is true on the political plane, 
where we consider our criticism of 
the parasitic oligarchy as the 
method of best arming the country 
against imperialism, and it is also 


true on the 
practical 
burocracy 

needs for 
(Gerrth International, 


Pe 2) in ee Our - emphasis.) 


military plane where 
actions against the 
are subordinated to the 
defense cf the country." 
Oste 1941, 


This position is directly connectod 
with the Trotskyite line of sustaining 
Stalin and his burecracy “in so far 
as" and of ercating the illusion that 
victory can be assured with Stalinism 
in power (Good Soldier thesis). By 
their "subordination" thesis the Trot- 
skyites create an artificial, separa- 
tion between the struggle against the 
burocracy and the struggle on the mi- 
litary front. They give the  impres- 
Sion that the struggle against the bue 
rocracy can in some way impair the 
struggle on the military front. But 
what ore the facts?’ While the Stalin- 
ist burocracy is in power, the needs 
of the military front against imperi-+ 
alism cannot be fulfilled.,for these 

necds demand in the first place the 
possibility of victory which does not 
exist under Stalinism. A senuine de- 
fense means one which presents at 
least a possibility of victary. Such 
&. possibility can exist only under the 


condition that a Marxisy leadership 
assumes control of the Soviet Union 
and establishos itself as a guiding 
factor within the international work- 
ang class, The Staliniss-controlled 
Oe ecnse" is a. pross deceptions To 
speak of "“subordinating" the struggle 


against the Stalinist burocracy to th 
meeds of the military front is to give 
tthe impression that under Stalinist 
ule the military front constitutes a 
real fight against imperialism. This 
impression is an  illusion-creating 
Linge 
ae ee 

Many workers undoubtedly have the 

fear that the overthrow of the Staline 


Sais 


ist burocracy may weaken the military 
front due to several factors. Large 
mmbers of Stalin's military and eco- 
nomic flunkeys who now occupy admini- 
strative posts will very likely fle 
in the event of a politicel revolution 
in the Soviet Upson. Seeking to save 
their skin from the workers! wrath, 
many of these putrid agents will prob- 
abit desert their posts, try to or- 
ganize forces against the wrkers, go 
over to the imperialist armies, etce 
The workers fear that this may cause a 


disruption of the military front,since 


it will take the workers some time to 
become reorganized under the new revo- 
lutionary leadership. Such feors are 
entirely one-sided, for they overlook 
the fact that with ‘the overthrow of 
Stalinism and the establishment of a 
rew lutionary -regime, the military 
front will quickly be strensthenede 
The revolutionary regime will cause 
disintegration of the imperialist 
armies as did the Red Army propaganda 
of Lenin's time. Even if the Imperi- 
alist ermies make some advances due to 
the monetary weakening caused by a 
proletarisn upheaval against the 
eee oye in the Soviet Union, they 

pay tenfold for their depredatios 
ee up against a wall of revo- 


lutionary polities which will sweep 
forward under the power of the new 
_Bolshevix, regime. With the Stelinist 


regime in power, 9S we have stated, 
there not even the possibility of 
victory. With o new revolutionary rer 
gime, this possibility appears on the 
scons, A volitical revolution in the 
Sovie) Union, therefore, is the chief 
requirement of the day. | Perbaps the 
workergwillvhave to pay for such an 
achievement — ond the poison of two 
decades of Stalinism carmmot be elimin 
ated without seme cost vo the we keris 
— it is absolutely essential that the 
task be met without flinching, Above 
all, the workers must not fall into 
the trap of accepting the position of 
“subordinating" the overthrow of Stal- 
inism to the needs of the Military 
front, because of the fear that a po- 
litical upheaval mey momentarily weal- 

en the latter. They must look forwax 

to the final cutcome, to the two al- 
ternatives, either sure Cestruction of 
the Soviot Union under Stalinism,or by 
the overthrow of Stalinism through a 
workers* political rev lution the cre- 
ation of a possibiliny of victory over 
the imperisiist armies, The Trotsiky- 
ite leaders play upon the fears of the 
workers, directing them along an ave- 


1s 


nue of political paralysis through the 
"subordination" thesis. 
* * ” 

There are two dangers besetting 
the workers. One is the Trotst kyite 
pro-Stalinist position of “critical 
Support" to Stelinism, The other is 
the so-called ultra-Leftist line which 
advocates a policy of ‘disruption of 
the military front, labelling this po- 
licy “revolutionary defeatism" in the 
Soviet Union. .The correct position 
has nothing in common with either tie 
Cannonite disguised pro-Stalinist line 
or the so-called ultra~Leftist "revo- 
luticnary defeatism" in the Soviet 
Union. The correct line is to create 
the conditions Yor the victory of the 
Soviet Union by the 
overthrow of the Stalinist burocracy 
and the establishment of a Bolshevik 


“revolstionary 


== 


regime ,while holding the military front. 


The Trotskyite leaders, who heve 


a line of “sustaining Stalin and his 
- burocracy" under the cover of en “in 
so far as" clause, who ascribe 3 "ne- 
cessary function" to Stalinism, who 
urge the workers to "subordinate" the 


figl.t against Stelinism in the sphere 
of both political criticism and prac- 
tical actions, shed crocodile 
about the disastrous condition of the 
military front in the Soviet Union: 


ee 
CGSrs 


"Had the masses proceeded from 
the beginning to rid themselves of 
the bureaucratic millstone around 
their necks, to restore Soviet de- 
mocracy and embarked upon a policy 
of revolutionary war ageinst the 
Nazis, the military stan tod would 
undoubtedly have been infinitely 
more favorable fer them today."(The 
Militant, August 8, 1942.) 


Surely this is a low mark of re- 
volting hypocrisy and duplicityt 


was outstanding 
"bursaucratic 


Who was it that 
in’ helping to tie the 


millstone" around tho neck of the 
toilers of the Soviet Union? At the 


time when Se ae handicapped by 
illness, novertheiess began to fight 
for the removal of Sto from powers 
who was it that said to Stalin's 
elesest partner,Kanenev, "I am against 
removing Stelin"? It was Protsky. 
(See L. Trotsky, My Life, ps 486«) 


Who was it that in 1940 for the 
first time came out with definite 
hint that Stalin poisoned Lenin? It 
was Trotsky. (See Liberty, August 


ice 


concealing 


sky Collaborate with S 


article "Did Stalin Poison 


1940, 
For sixteen long years Trot- 


Lenin?") 


sky kept buried in his mind what he 
knew about Lenints death. (See our 
pemphlet, "After Sixteen Years of 
Silence" ‘) Having grown  immens oly 
-o fn wider Troetsky's protection, 
bealin could afford to,.cnd did dic- 


regerd Trotsky's belated and ine?rect- 
ive revelations. 


Who was it,that in full knowledge 
f Lenin's fight against Stalin and 
Stalin's policies,not only kept this 
fight secret from the workers, but at 
the VII Ali-Ukrainian Party Conference 


in the Spring of 1922 presented Stal- 
ints polid es as Leninist? Who turned 


the Twelfth Congress of the Russian 
Party, in April 1923 — the vory Cong- 
ress which Lenin designated as the 
battlefield against Stalin but was 
prevented from fighting by illness - 
who turned that Congress into a 
poisterovs Stalinist affair se consce= 
lidation of burocretic power It was 
Trotskye. (See our pa Dia Trot- 
stalin?") 
Who cooperated with Stalin in 
from the workers Lenin's 
"Will" which had been read on May 
1924 in the secret session of chosen 
burocrats at the Thirteenth Congress 
of the Russian Party? Who shielded 
Stalin from Eastman's exposure and 
lied to the wakers of the whole world? 
It was Trotsky. 


Gas 


"Comrade Lenin has not left any 
TWill' cesses ALL talk with regard to 
a concealed or mutilated twillt is 
nothing but a despicable lies... 
There is no sincere worker who will 
believe in the picture painted by 
Eastman (L. Trotsky, Inprecorr, 
September 551925.) 


Who, in June 1926, after Stalints 
"Comintern" jointly with the British 
trade union fakers had betrayed the 
General Strike in Englond, stirred the 
deceived Russien workers with deadly 
lies about Stalints "Comintern" trans- 
ferring the Bolshevix methods of 1917 
to the Eagiish soil? It was Trotsky. 
(See ovr article, “Myths and Facts 
About ®rotsky Position on the Anglo- 
Russian Commi ttes ," THY BULLETIN, Aug. 

1942, ) 


oi-yrt Ss 


Who was it that in the infamous 
"Declaration of the Opposition" on 
October 16, 1926 urged upon the anti- 
Stalin workers the line of uncondi- 
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tionally submitting to the dictates of 
Stalints Central Committee, Central 
Control Commission, Party Congress,and 
the line of denying tho right to carry 
on any sort of agitation against Stale 
ints "Comintern" ond Stalints "C.p," 
of the Soviet Union? It was Trotsky 
aud his then lieutenants, Zinoviov, 
Kanenev, Piutakov, et ale: 


"We consider the decisions 
of the XIV Party Congress of the 
Central Committee and of the Cente 
ral Control Commission. as absolute- 
ly binding for us, and we shall un- 
conditionally submit to them and 
carry thom oute We call upon all 
comrades wno share our views to do 
the samee.s... Wo emphatically deny 
the righs of those who carry on an 
agitation of eny sort against the 
Comintern, the C.P. of tho Soviet 
Union or the Sovict Union, to lay 
claim to any solidarity with us." 
(Declaration of Trotsky, Zinoviev, 
ete. Inprecorr, 1926, 768, pell73. 
Cur emphasis » 


Who was it that for many years 
tied the workers to tho mirage of 
“esorrecting" the treacherous, ccounter-= 
revolutionary Stalinist “Comintern,” 
at the seme time urging thom to sup= 
port Stalin's internetioneal orgmize 
ations = with "criticism," of course? 
ho was it that exhorted the German 
workers to vote for Stalin's Thaclmann? 
Who cricd "All eyes to the Communist 
Fartyi"? It was Trotsky. (See Gor= 
mothod helped Stalin open the path or 
{hs victory of Hitler in Germany ond 


thus for the present imperialist at» 
task on the Soviet Gnion? It was 
Trotskv and his Cannons and Shachtmans} 

The Ti tskyito lino of "critical 
support” to Stalin (i.@., support 
camouflaged with "“criticiam") is on 
old ons. In the burocratic degener- 


ation of the Scviet leadership. in the 
period of 1922-1925, Trotsky formed a 
political bloc with tho Stalinist 
' 


Troika” (Stalin~Zinoviev-Kamenev) to 
share power with them. Tho subsequont 
drive of the Stalin clique to oust 


Trotsky entirely from powor left him 


no other line than to support Stalin- 
ism and cover up this suport with 


"criticism." Trotsky was converted 
into a "loyal opposition." His policy 
was admittodly one of "peocemaking and 
conciliation" with Stalin (See Trote 
sky's letior to Muralov, Now Inter- 


national, November 1934, p.126). When 
iWitlor came to power in 1933,primarily 
through the treachery of Stalinism, the 
shock of the workers was terrifice 
Amongst the anti-Stalinist workers 
there was disnppointment with the Trot- 
skyite line of "correcting" the Stal- 
intern. Meeting the noeds of this 
situation, Trotsky and his Cannons and 
Shachtmans put on wn air of broaking 
irrovocobly with the Stalinist buroc- 
racye The Tr tskyite leaders began to 
cell themselves a "Fourth Internation» 
al" thus giving the impression of 
complete indonpendeuce from Stalinisme 
But tae old line of “critical suoport" 
to Stalinism continued fundamentally, 
with more subtle camovflages The 
"independent" organizational form as- 
sumed by the Trobtskyite leaders ofter 
Hitior came to power is but a now 
disguise of the old  pro-ftalinist 
lino. Today, this wro-Stalinist es- 
sence is composed of Trotsky's "Good 
Soldier" thesis, the yarn about Stal- 
inism's "necessary function," the 
direct exhortation to "sustain Stalin 


and his burocracy" under the  pro- 
tective cover of an “in so far as" 
clause, ami the thesis of "subordinate 


ing" the fight against Stalinism. 
Ae pene 
Among the Trotsiryite demazogic 
cover-statements which serve as a 
screen for the pro-Stalinist line, we 
road this assertion: 


"Heroism and morale olone vill 
not win the ware Above all a cor- 
rect pclicy is necessary. I+ is 


not yet too latet" ("Stalin Policy 
Means Disaster," The Militant, Auge 
8, 1942.) 


We don't know whether the Soviet 


Union is past hope or not. Notody 
knows. This positive assertion "It is 


not yet too lates" has been often used 
by the burocrats of the Comintern, by 
Lovestone and by Trotsky to descrihe a 
perfectly hopeless situation, ‘The 


flunke ys of the big brocrats tern 
this "revolutionary optimism." We are 


neither ontimistic nor 
for we realize that 


pessimistic, 
history will os- 


tablish whether at this terrible 
period in the life of the toiling 


masses it is not yet too late to save 
the remnants of the Octoher rerclution 
or whether the destruction caused by 
the politics of Stalin, Trots'sy and 
othér opportunists is boyond repaire 
But wo do know certain things quito 
devinitely. One of these things is 


aay 


that regardless what history holds, 
whother the Soviet Union will perish 
under the whecls of Hitler's mechon- 
ized divisions or whether a new revo- 
lutionary wave will arise to dash Fas- 
cism to fragments, every revolutionary 
worker owes it to his cluss to fight 
now to save the remnants of the Octcbe 
er conquests. The first step along 


not only subjectively, as did the 
honest Trotskyite workers, but also 
objectively - a thing they have yet to 
accomplish. In order for the anti- 
Stalinist workers to break with Stal- 
inism obdjoctively, it is necessary for 
them to break with the Trotskyite 


Leadership and joan in ‘the work of 


that line is to break with Stalinism creating a genuine Marxist movement. 
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Wes the Japanese begen to advance 
into Burma early this year, the Brit- 
ish had at their disposal, besides 
their own forces within Burma, a big 
Chinese army standing on the border. 
Numerically, the British forces within 
Burma, according to reports, were ap= 
proximately equal to those the Japa - 
nese brought in at the start. Roughly, 
this amounted to two divisions. The 
Japanese sent in reinforcements vntil 
thoir forces in Burma emounted,accord~ 
ing to the average estimate, to 50,000- 
60,000 mene The logic of the sitnua- 
tion, if the British imperialists were 
pursuing a policy of actually fighting 


and defeating the Japenese fascist 
forces;  called™ for) tae i. Bratash vo 
jorbialek laal reinforcements. Since | the 


claim is made by the "denocratic" im- 
perialists.that they aid the Chinese 
are allies, one would exnect that the 
British would meke use of the Chinese 
army on the border of Burma, which, 
according to reports, numbercd a half 
million well-equipped and well-trained 
troopsSe 


fhe British policy, however, was 


just the opposite. For somo "“inysteri- 
ous" reason the British rulers. put 
every possible obstacle in the way of 


Chinese forces on 
This beceme so 


making use of the 
the Burmese border. 


obvious that even the bourgeois press 
found it inconvenient. to. conceal 1%. 
The fact slipped through more or Less 
openly in print. Out of the large 
mass of documentary evidence of this 
fact, wo cite a few examples. 


Ina very long and embittered 
letter to the Editor of The New York 
Times, the prominent Chinesc bourgeois 
author, Lin Yutang, complained: 


"Chinese soldiers 
the Burma border 


were ready at 
in Decomber. In 


fact, plans for defense of Rangoon 
were offered earlier and rejected. 
A plan for Chinese defense of Burma 
was submitted to the British Gov- 
ernment as early as February 1941. 
By political chicanery it was side-~ 
trackod. (New York Yimes, May 6 ls 
1942. Our emphasis. 


This Chinese “hovrgeois - clearly sees 
the "democratic" policy is not to 
fight Japan, but he does not under= 
stend whye In his letter he states 
that it is a matter of "appeasemont." 
Meanwhile, his letter gives some very 
revealing information on how the Brit- 
ish rulers: acted in «regard to the 
Chinese troops. He relates that even 
whon the Japanese occupied an import- 
ent point in February, the Chinese 
troops wore not permitted to entor: 


"When Moulmein foell in the be- 
ginning of February, Chinese 
soldiers were still not pormivree 
to cross the border." (Ibid. Our 
emphasise) 


We draw attention to the words “not 
permitted" because this expression was 
appearing in the bourgeois press with 
renariiable frequency. It was reported 
that the British rulers time and again 
were receiving requests to permit the 
Chinese forces to strike at the Japa-= 
nese rear in Burma. Whether, the 
"Jemocratic™ bourgeoisie liked.it or 


not, the attention of many people was 
becoming focused on this peculiar 
situation. Comments appeared in all 


tno big New York papers, setting tho 
tone for the whole American press 

Tho ,Drivish rulers, having a as 
Chinese army on their hands and evi- 
dently ate a policy of ow iding 
using it agoinst the Japanese Fascists, 
naturally had to make some pretense, 
especially before the Chincse "liber- 


als" ond the masses 
the fight against the 
cists was mecnt seriously. Therefore 
some Chinese soldiers were permitted 
to cross the border, bvt only when the 
Japanese were entering the important 
city of Rangoon. The above-cited 
Chinese writer mentions this: 


generally, that 
Japanese fas- 


"These soldiers were permitted 
to cross the border on March 7 and 
8, when Rangoon fell." (Ibid.) 


And even then, the British rulers had 
placed their flunkeys on the border to 
count heads to male sure that not too 
many Chinese soldiers came in: 


"And then there were ridiculous 
bureaucrats standing at the border, 
with pencil and paper, to check the 
number of Chineso ‘that got into 
Burma, to be sure “that not too many 
cane in and that the same number 
should leave Burma when the war 
should be over." (Ibid.) 


Advanced workers, of course, un- 
derstand that’ this business of. the 
"ridiculous bureaucrats" was not an 
accident, but represents the policy of 
the higher-ups, the real ruiers. This 
same story of the British agents at 
the Burmese border appeared also in 
other sources: 


"In Burma, there w much talk 
about Chinese aid, but Bertash 
agents up at the border, armed with 
notebooks, kept count of the numbor 


of Chinese allowed in-= and they 
were pitifully few." (Hd. oe 
New York Post, Wa w 18, 1942 Our 


emphasise 


It is obvious 
Chinese troops 
sham. 


that the British use of 
in Burma was a mere 


The case of the “democratic” im- 
perialists avoiding to make use of the 
Chinese forces in the Burmese  situa- 
tion is quite clecr. If any use at 
all was made of some of the Chinese 
troops it was obviously for show pur- 
poses, with no scrious intention of 
preventing the Japanese fascist forces 
from occupying Burma, | 


The refusal of tho British rulers 
to use the Chinese troops in Burma was 
nothing new. Before that they had re~ 
fused to use Chinese troops in the 
Hong Kong, Singepore and Melaya situa- 
tions. This also became known in the 


bourgeois press which did not find it 
convenient to conceal this ticklich. mat- 
tere In regard to the Hong Kong a f- 
‘air, a prominent bourgeois papers, “The 
New York Post, contained this inform- 
BewOows Gee | eh 
"A year ago, 200,000 to 
trained Chinese soldiers were loc- 
ated in Kwantung end Kwansi P r o- 
vinees waiting - enxiously - to co* 
operate in preparations for the de- 
fense of Hong Kong. Permission was 
sought to assist in constructing sup- 
ply and defense lines that could 
have immeasurrbly strengthened the 
British crown colony while thore 
was still timo. 
"That permission failed to come. 
And ilong Kong fell as the price of 
is isolotim ." (Dec. 29, 1941.) 


500 , 000 


Sometime later, when the Japanese were 
moving toward Singapore and Malaya, 
this policy of the British rulers con- 

inued. The bourgeois press wes con- 
strained - it sometimes engages in this 
"loyal criticism” - to ask the ques- 
tion-= 


"Tho is blocking permission .for 
China to send hundreds of i ybuacads 
of trained soldiers to strike at the 


rear of the Japanese 1 n va sion 
forces threatening Singapore and 
the Burma Road. The troops are 
available, ‘They are idle in Chi- 
nots Eunnan Province, Chungking hrs 
offered them. What stops them from 
going?" (The New York Post Dec. 
Son LOM MMi e peat a 

Two days earlier this same paper had 


given tne answer to this question: 

"They aro waiting - anxiously - 
for the permission to come to che 
assistance of the desperately-prese 
ed British forces defending the ap-- 
proach to Singapore. But the per- 
mission fails to come." (December 
29,1941.) 


The policy of the British rulers 
to refuse to employ Chinesc troops 
against the Jayanose fascists was a gp= 
nerol onc ~ for that matter it still 
continues. The “alliance” of the 
British with Chine "against" the Jao- 

anese fascists is patently of a most 
'peculior" character. Its "pewliarity" 
points to the factual existence of the 
inverse kind of alliance, with the 
paper British-Chinesc "alliance" serv- 
ing as a cover for that hidden intor- 


imperialist collaboration. 


But when people have a political 
line which is opposed to reality, they 
are compelled to stand things on their 
head’ and invent a whole scries of 
facts. A romarkable instance of this 
is offcred by Labor Action, t+ he 
Shachtmanite organ, in its "analysis" 
of the relation of the "democratic" 
imperialists to China. The Shachtnan- 
ites, flying in the face of the whole 
course of events before and. after 
September 1939, hold that the impori- 
alists are engaged in a real,life-and~ 
death struggle amongst themselves, 
like in 1914-1918. Hence it is neces- 
sary for these "Marxists" to present a 
picture of the imperialists actually 
fighting. Since reality is the oppo- 
site, the Shachtmanites have to intro- 
duce fantasies. One of these fantasies 
is their yarn about the “domocratic" 
imperialists making use of the Chinese 
army against the Japonese occupation 
of Burma, Shachtman's peper goes to 
the lengths of using the case of Burma 
as "an excellent example" to prove its 
assertion that the "democratic" rulers 
strive to make use of the Chinese 
troops “in the 
ing the term "we" to mean the 
ratic" rulers, Labor Action 
this myth: 


"domoc= 
presents 


"Today, when we seek to use 
China's masses and China's soldiers 
in the imperialist war (the use of 
Chinese troops to rotain Burma for 
the British Empire is an excellent 
example of what we have in mind),." 
(July 20, 1942.) 


The above citation requires no 
extended comment. It is an obvious 
distortion of the most elementary 
facts. 


Indeed, Shachtmants paper carried 
its inventions to the extreme degree 
of pretending that the British mide use 
of the Chinese ormies not only in Bur- 
ma, but also in Malaya “end a few oth= 
er points": 


",.ewe found Chinese troops were 
mighty handy for use in Malaya, Bur- 
ma and a few other points. They 
could serve well in the imperialist 
struggle with Japan." (Ibid.) 


Only those who are oblivious to the 
most rudimentary facts will be taken 
in by these inventions of the Shacht-e 
manite papere 


imperialist wer." Us- 
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Despite the glaring fact, more 
vivid with every new phase, that there 
is no real struggle on the part of the 
"democratic" rulers to stop the Fas- 
cist forces, that their peculiar inac- 
tion suggests the very opposite policy, 
the Workers Party does not budge an 
inch from the position that there is a 
real war among the imperialist powerse 


. ° : " 
“The entire so-called "imperialist war, 


from the very outset, presents an en- 
ormous collection of circumstances il- 
logical from the military point of 
view - illogical, if one regards the 
situation as a real war. Whon Hitler's 
Panzer divisions and air armada, un~ 
folding great striking power, entered 
Poland and began a real war there, ra- 
vaging towns and villages, wreaking 
its formidable and appalling rage par- 
ticularly upon the warkers and peas- 
ants, the “semocratic"” powers sent no 
aid to Poland. That country was 
transformed into an inferno, while the 
"democratic" imperialist tactics in 
the main were confined to. dropping 
bourgeois leaflets over Germany, and 
occupying a wood on the so-called 
Western Front - which wood was prompt= 
ly and quietly evacuated after their 
"ally" Poland had been ground under 
the wheels of the Nazi war machine. 
Then followed a long "Sitzkrieg," with 
both the "Allied" and the Nazi troops 
idling away months of time. This was 
followed by the Wazi occupation of 
Norway on the heels of the so-called 
"oreatest naval battle since Jutland" 
supposedly taking place in the Skag- 
gerak, This "battle," fram the sense 
of Churdh ill's subsequent statement 
that the surface ships of the British 
Navy had not been in the Skaggerak 
during the Nazi occupation of Norway, 
obviously took place only in the news- 
papers. It was a few wecks later that 
the world was electrified by the news- 
paper cry about the so-called "Battle 
of France," which also never took 
place as was later admitted in the 
capitalist press. The “democratic" 
impetialists opened the path for the 
Nazis into France to establish Fascism 
therein and facilitate the attack on 
the Soviet Union. 


Wrile "strange" and "mysterious" 
events were occurring, such as the 
ferrying of the Nazi Panzer divisions 
to Africa across the British-control- 
led Mediterranean and the see-saw 
“campaigns” in the Libyen desert, an 
incessant rain of "explanations" was 
cominz dovm upon the heads of the 
workers who were sickened by the unin- 


oie 


terrupted advance of the Fascist unit in disguised collaboration is em- 
monster. The Shachtinon-led Workers ploying the Fascist troops in one 
Paroy was cdding\; ites share of country after enother, and carrying 
"“explonations,"” rejecting the only ovt the destruction of the remnents of 
answor that fits the picture, nanely, proletarian revolution in the former 
thet world imperialism acting as a Tyarist empirce 
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HERE is hardly any field which 
offers such rich pickings for 
careerists as the trade unions, Aris- 
ing originally as bonafide organs of 
self-protection for the workers, with 


leaders who in many instances became 
truly martyrs in the cause of the op- 
pressed, the trade unions have long 


been tronsformed into mah ines mnipu= 
lated by leaders who are self-seeking 
intriguers, disguised agents of the 
imperialists, sometimes plain pick- 
pockets and thugs, often smooth talke 
ers indistinguishable from a banker in 
ideology end methods. With the voli- 
tical collapse of the Second Inter- 
National, the. “trade ' unions became, 
moreover, the happy hunving=ground of 
fake "Socialist" leaders, And with 
the burocratic degenerutior of the 
Third International thes became in» 
fested in addition with a vast host of 
"Marxist-Leninist" leaders whos e 
sole purpose is to profit by betraying 
the workers, ATVS™ ime vad bho “trade 
unions today - and this is true in 
every country in which they exist — 


are cesspools of corruption such as 
the original founcers of long ago 
never imagined even in their wildest 


nightmares. 


Where there are careerists, there 
are clique fignts for power. This is 
an iron lew. Merely to list ‘the 
clique fights that have taken place 
amongst the careerists in the unions 
would require a tremendous volume. A 
major portion of the energies of the 
trade union movement is expended in 
these bickerinss. For the most part, 
the ronk-ond-file workers are not even 


"REVOLUTIONARY" 
WORK 


Paty 


aware that the inner-union squobbling 
which breaks .out periodically under 
the instigation of the various Lewises, 
Hillmans,Greens, Frankensteens an a 
their lesser brethren is nothing but 
gong-warfare for burocratic power, 
wealth and privilege in the unions. 
Mach careerist leader, naturall y, 
decoives the particular section of the 
workers under his domination into 


believing that he stands for prin- 
cinlese 
Marxists in the unions haves 


amongst other things, the special task 
of exposing the careerist naturo of 
these machinations, This means to ex- 
pose all the crooked cliques, Any 
other “policy functions to make the 
workers subservient to this or that 
gang of careerists in any particular 
squcbble, and to the whole system of 
carcerism in general. 


Nothing illustrates Marxism so 
concretely as to gontrast with it the 
policy of opportunist tendencies. ‘The 
most instructive and most subtle ox 
amples are provided by the policies of 
the most "Left" opnortunist tendencies, 
those which on the surface look very 
much like Marxisme A good case-history 
of opportunism in the trade unions is 
contained in the maneuvers of that 
vory "Left" grouping, the Tr otskyite 
organizations,the Sm@ialist Workers 
Party led by Cannon and the Worke- 
ers Party led by Shachtmane The re~ 
lation of the Trotskyites to some of 
the clique fights that have occurred is 
a revealing measure of this political 
tendencyts role in the trade wion 
movement as a wholes 
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N May 1938, a burocratic gange 


fight for power omerged from 
its concealed form cnd broke into the 
open in the United Auto Workers, CIO, 
with the Stalinist clique, led by 
Frankensteen and blessed by Lewis, 
making a strong bid against the power 


of President Homer Martin. The most 
insidious, opportunist trap that the 
workers can fall into is to hook them- 


the tail of one or anoth- 
er of the convening gengs of huroc- 
rats, It is absolutely imperative for 
the workers to  strvggle ageinst ell 
the power-secking caroerist d iques,to 
expose the goang-wirfare nuture of 
these yr ag 


solves on to 


machinationse 


Characteristically, the Trotsiy- 
ites, at that tine uiited under Cannon 
ond Shachtran, came ous in full cry in 
support of Homer Martin. The Trotsky- 
ito leaders .went so. Sar as-Loudly to 
play down the questiou ov differences 
with Martine. .AG the  outhrerk of the 
clique worfeare, they declared: 

"Support Martin 


—— eee 


"Phe policy hore recomended 
does not imply extensive negotia- 
tions over questions of program, 
etc. It does nos necessitats form- 
As agreoments of any kind, Tho most 
important facts are already Jmorvm, 
and the duty or resporsinlo mili- 
tants is clear. In the erisis pro- 
voked by the Stalinite bid for pow- 
Ors the milrvtenvce, “haver= no: chozce 
put to support the Martin acmini-~ 
stration as against the Stalinives 
Frankensteen coinbination. And this 
support ‘should be given openiy, 
frankly and agressively." (Social- 
ist Appeal, Editorial, May 11,1936, 
Diets ~ Ori gina side dees 

Over three months icter, they 
were still writing in this vein: 


fomer Martin 
the BoarG = 
stified = are 
Frogrossives 


with 
of 
ju 


"Ditferences 
otner mombers 
and 


or 
however scrious 
not abt issue nowe 
must realize that ever; oumco of 
support must bo throm in the 
scales of the Martin forces against 


the 
cialist Appeal, Pe oe 


a ere ee 


Lewis-Stalinist complot." (So- 
Sept.3,19306) 


For months, the Trotskyite lead= 
ers painted up Martin as a progressive 
who allegedly was leading o real fight 
against the Stalinists, a fight sup- 
posedly in the interests of the work- 
ers, As late as ‘September 3, over 
three months after the outbreak of the 
clique fight, as we have shown above, 

he Trotskyites were still shouting 

lustily for "every ounce of support" 
to Martin and Companye Martin, of 
course, was interested only in buroc- 
ratic mareuvers at the top. In this 
instance he was out-maneuvered by his 
factional opponents. Martin turned 
out to be the wrong horse to bet one 
In consemence, by November 1933 the 
Trotsizyites were compolled to switch 
their line. 


Taking the sting out of the 
crassness of their support to the Lab-= 
or faker, Martin, whose Hed=bie tins 
speeches embarrassed them not 2 little, 
the Trotskvite leaders enraged in 
“solf-criticism,"” admitting that they 
hac feiled even to take the precaution 
of adeguately "differentiating" them- 
selves from the Martin crowds 


"Ti, our failure to give suffici- 
ently; clear erditvicism sof certain 
reactionary maneuvers of the Martin 
forces, we did not, however, draw a 
sharp enough line between our prog- 


ram ana the limited prograin of 
Martin and “his allies," (‘Trade . 


Unien Kkesolution of Wationel Com- 
mites Plenum, Socialist Jppeal, 
November 26, 1938, Pe: a 


Wrile oll along..they had been 
trumpirg vp Martin as allegedly lead- 
ing a fight ageinst the Stalinists in 
the irterests of the worke the 
Trotskyitcs themselves gave the lic “Ubo 
their line when thoy made tho ad- 
mission, considerably after the wholo 
affair had died down, that Martin and 
the Stalinists, in the “‘twoeyecr gang 
ficsht that had gone on, were nothing 
buc mirror images. According to tho 
Trotskyite leaders, in 1937, and 1938, 


nam 
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precisely when they urged the workers. 
to support Martin, that cereerist 
tried to fight the Stalinists only as 


a reactionary politicians: 


"For ‘two years, Martin and his 
supporters have attempted to fight 
the Stalinists, not as militants, 
but as reactionary union politici- 
ans. If the Stalinists were dicta- 
torial, Martin fought them by his 
own dictatorship. If the Stalinists 
Sipmned rotten union agreanents with 
the employers, Martin fbught them 
by signing equally rotten union ag= 
roements,"” (Socialist Appeal, Ed« 
itorial, February 14, - 1S pte My 
emphasis = J»CeHe) 


One would deduce from the Trot- 
skyitest "self-criticism" 
ednitted the opportunist nature of 


their support to Martin, that thoir 
policios would undergo a real change 
and they would refrain from tying tho 


unions to this or that 
labor faker, As a matter of facts 
however, their trade union policy be- 
come even more brazenly opportunistic, 
as will bo shown directly, indicating 
thoir "self-criticism" to be insincere, 
face-saving wordse 


workers in the 


FF so far as servirg to entrench 
the Trotskyite leaders in the 
unions, the Martin episode creme ‘ noth- 


inge Martin was in no position to fol- 
low the usual tactic of the o li que 
leaders, namely, to roverd those who 


worked for him with some posts and of- 
fices. Some time after the Martin af- 
fair, however, the Trotskyite lenders 
executed a trade union maneuver inwhich 
they were moderately successful in get- 
ting some rewards from the "big shot" 
clique leaders. This was the casc of 
the Trotskyitest support to tho Stal- 
inist burocrats of New York Local 302 
of the Hotel and Restaurant Employees 
Union, AeleLe in the December 1940 ale 
ections of that union. In August 1940, 
only five months prior to the — snbso- 
quent elections, the Trotskyite paper 
had written that in the forthcoming 
December elections the Stalinist ad» 
ministration in Leal 302 vas certain 
to be ousted: 


" eethe Stalinist administration 
is now a tlame duck,? no longer ree 


in which they 
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presenting the membership and cer- 
tain to be ousted at the December 
regular elections." (Socialist 
Appeal, August 3, 19406) 


During the flirtation with the 
Red~bating Homer Martin, and in “the 
same editorial calling for support to 
him, the Trotskyite paper had stated 
that in the unions the Stalinists ore 
more dangorous even than all the boss= 
es themselves: 

"The Stalinists are a greater 
danger to the trade union movement 
than all the bosses precisely be- 
cause they attack from within," 
Cae Appeal, May 14, 1938, 
Pe <e 


But in the course of a deal made with 
the Stalinists in Loal 302 whereby 
the Trotskyites were granted minor 
posts, the Trotskyito SWePe formed an 
electoral bloc with the Stalinists and 
helped vote them into the major posts 
in tho union, thus saving the Stalin- 
ists from the certain defeat of which 
the Trotékyites themselves had spoken 
only a few months before. This bloc 
with the Stalinist burocrats =— who, 
remember, are more dangerous than all 
tho bosses themselves - was palmed off 
by tho Trotskyite leaders in the light 
of » real workingclass blow agginst 
the so-called "right wingers," i,ecys 
the other crooked gang fighting for 
power in Local 502: 


"The right wingers yell loudest 
about tho Trotskyites and Stalin- 
ists uniting against them." (Soci- 
alist Appeal » December 21, 1940.) 


And so the Trotskyists, those 
self-styled crusaders against Stalin- 
ism, helped boost what th y themselves 
admitted to be the most dangerous fang, 
the Stalinists, back into control of 
the unions 


At that cite Shachtman was no 
longer in the Cannon organigation; 
Shachtmants titade vunion line in the 
Local 302 affair, however, was identi- 
cal in overy: fundamental detail with 
that of Cannton, Shachtman, by his own 
admission, wrged -the workers in Local 
302 to fori, the bloc with the Stalin- 
ist burocrats, In on article dealing 
in part with the elections in Local 
$02, She.chtman wrote: — 
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"The writer for his part, in 
discussion with these militants, 
urged upon them the propriety and 
necessity of a bloc with the Stak- 
inists»e.. We still believe the 
bloc we advocated was correct," 
(Labor Action, March 17, 1941.) 


Shachtmants only "criticism" of 
Cannon's line was that the latter did 
not make enough "anti-Stalinist" noise, 


Axor burocratic swindler to 

whom the Trotskyites threw sup- 
port in a wholly opportunist fashion 
is John L. Lewis, This occurred when 
Tobin attempted to oust the Trotskyites 
from control of the Minneapolis teame- 
sters union, originally an AFL affili- 
ate, Seeking a newand "safer" berth, 
now in the CIO, Cannon and Coebegan to 
"discover" virtuos in Lewis who was 
then engaged in a squabble with Hill- 
mon. Before the gang fight broke out 
involving the Trotskyites in Minneapo- 
lis, they plainly and correctly de- 
clared that the rumpus between Lewis 
and Hillmrn was nothing but a clique 
fights 


"For — to get down to cases — 
the fight between Hiliman and Lewis 
is nothing but a clique fight. 
Hillman is trying to push Lewis out 
of the leadership of the CIOs; Lewis 
is retaliating in kind."(Sociali st 
Appeal, Sept. 28, 1940, pe 4.) 


Hillman and Levis, wrote the 
Trotskyites prior to the Minneapolis 
row, are two faces of the same 
counterfeit coin: ; 


"Tn a word: show us one union 
situation in which Lewis has been 
advocating o class-struggle program 
against the class-collabo ration 
program of Hillman. You cantt show 


it because it doesntt exist," (Ibid.) 


It should not be imagined that 
Lewis was a new figuro in the Trotsky- 
ite field of vision. Cannon and his 
aides knew this powerful trade union 
burocrat for many years. One can find 
considerable evidence of this in the 
ald Militent. Thoy spoke of "the cor- 
rupting influence of the reactionary 
Lewis-Walker clique" (Militant, Oct. 
1, 1932). They told the wrkers years 
age that Lewis was o flunkey of the 
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Peabody coal interests, that Lewis ahd 
henchmen terrorized and even shot 
miners: 


"There are Lewis-Walker and 
henchmen who steal ballots and club 
and shoot miners who protest their 
corruption and fakery." (Militant, 
October 1, 1932.) cae ska 


"There can be no doubt about the 
real character of the Peabodys and 
their flunkays, Lewis and Walker, 
With them there can be no peace.” 
(Ibid. ) 
of 


Cannon knew well the character 


Lewis's policdoas 


"Jee the treacherous sell-out po- 
lities of the Lewis-Walker mchine,." 
(Ibid. ) 


But when the maneuvers of the 
Trotskyite leaders required the oppo- 
site tune, they promptly "forgot" the 
long history of Lewis! service to the 
capitalists, his betrayals of the 
workers, all about the putrid clique 
fight between Lewis and [illman, and 
urged the workers to support Lewist 


"ee progressive trode unionists 
must support Lewis against the 
Hillman-Stolinist bloc. (‘The 
Militant, September 6, 1941.) ~~ 


Cannon and his lieutenants suc- 
ceeded in making scme capital out of 
this maneuver, for the Minneapolis 
union was taken under the "sheltering" 
wing of the Lewis CIO gange The cost 
to the worlers, as in the case of the 
Trotskyite "mass work" in general, was 
increased confusion on the whole trade 
union problem, the essence of which is 
wecisely not to support any of the 
frauds who now control the trade union 
movement, but to create their own re=- 
volutionary leadership in the unions 
thus transforming them into genuine 
organs of proletarian class struggle. 


WHAT IS BYAIND THESH ZIGZAGS 


Psmane through the procession of 
weird gyrutions executed by the 
Trotskyite leaders in the trade unicns, 
is the carcerist nature of the Trot- 
skyite function in the unionss Oannon 
and Shachtman know perfectly well that 
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a labor faker like Homer Martin mould 
not possibly lead a genuine, prolet- 


arian struggle against Stalinist 
burocrats in the unions. A careerist 
like Martin can fight only on a 
careerist basis, and this is. not in 
the interosts of the workers. Camon 
and Shachtman — and on this we have 


their explicit statement - are entire- 
ly aware that the Stalinist leaders in 
the unions are the most dengerous crew 
of swindlers. As for. the notorious 
Lewis, we could compile a regular 
volume of statements by the Trotskyite 
leaders of both organizations showing 
Clearly that in no way does Lewis 
-serve the interests of the workers, 
that Lewis plays the role of the 
Leiparts, the Caballeros and the 
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.Jouhauxes who,amongst others, prepared 


the path for Hitler, Franco and Petain. 
Nevertheless, at a certain juncture, 
the Trotskyite leaders op: ortunistic- 
ally come out for support to this or 
that trade union scoundrel, Each 
juncture is a clique fight. Sucha 
squabble opens the path for the lesser 
but no less eager, careerists to shout 
Hurrah for one or the other big, pow- 
erful cliques and so ingratiate them- 
selves’ with) the real powers in 
the union. If one bets on the right 
horse, one may win a fair prize, in 
the case of careerism in trade unions, 
some offices or union jobs of one sort 
orsanothersu [hissy of course si unae 
jackalts role, albeit it parades under 
the name of "Marxism-Leninism," 


THE TRADE UNIONS, 
THE "INDEFENDsN" LABOR PARTY 


“AND THs 


ee political destiny which genu- 

ine Marxists desire for the 
reformist trade unions is this: to 
achieve a complete change in the poli- 
tical ideology of the rank-and-file, 
to cust the opportunist loaders, to 
cleanse the unions of their reformist 
class-collaborationist character and 
—oeonvert them into revolutionary organ- 
izations. While the unions remain 
reformist, they cen only serve the 
function of catering tc the wage-slave 
ideology of the politically baciward 
workers, of utterly limiting the men- 
tality and actions of the wa kers to 
being better-pvaid wage-slaves. In 
this form, the unions camnot partici- 
pate in any liberation of the toilers 
as a class from wage-slavery in gener- 
al. As reformist organizations, the 
unions serve as props to irp2rialism, 
buying off the labor aristocracy with 
some small bribes in the form of an 
increase in wages now and then, whiie 
tying the whole workingelass to the 
chariot of imperialism. The idea that 
the function of the trede unions is 
only "economic," is,of course, a mythe 
The unions serve a political functions 
every reformist union onenly or with 
some disguises supports the world po- 
licy of Wall Street imperialism, 


The Trotskyites, thoroughly in 
line with their opportunist policies, 


———=-—— 
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are palming off the reformist unions, 
and in particular the UAW-CIO, as 

organizational centers of proletarian 
liberatim. The form this deception 
takes is to call for the UAW to organ- 
ize what the Trotskyite leaders call 
an “Independent Labor Party" which in 
turn, according to them, will form a 
"Vlorkerst Covermment." Writes Shacht~ 
man's pupers 


"The UAW should take the lead in 
organizing a national Labor Partyt 
eeeForm an independent Labor Par ty 
to fight fOr a Workers! Congresse 
4. Workerst Congress means a Workers! 
Governmentt A Workers! Government 
means simply that labor takes cn- 
trol of its own destiny." (Labor 
Action, August 3, 1942,) me 


Cannon's paper has a similar line, 
or to put it more accurately, it is 
really a caso of Shachtman taking this 
line alongs with himfrom Cannon's out- 
fit to his own, the so-called Workers 
Party: 


"It is now more necessary than 
ever for the labor movement to con- 
duct a fight onthe political field, 
by launching an independent labor 


perty. The UAW, with its tremen- 
dous strength ond influence among 
the masses of workers, is ina 
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strategic position to lay the 
groundwork for a labor party." (The 
Militent, August 1, 1942.) 

there prisvya  Waibtles po litical 
miracle involved in this Trotskyist 
position, According to Cannon-Shacht- 
man, the UAW is supposed to take the 
lead in organizing an independent Lab-= 
or Party. Independent of whom, it may 
be asked? Independent of the capital- 
ists, naturally, Cannon-Shachtman will 
answer. But let us carry this quest- 
ioning a little further. Is the UAW 
itself independent of the capitalists, 
that it should be posed, as Cannon- 
Shachtman do, aS a possible leader in 
organizing om independent (of the 
capitalists) Labor party In reply, 
we have merely to cite the statements 
of the Trotskyites themselves about 
the UAW. Ina long article on the UAW 
on the eve of its August Srd conven- 
tion of this yoar, Shachtmants Labor 
Action declared: ins 


ot (the vain) supports the pres- 
ent Saini sted ion in Washington. 
It supports the head of this odmi- 
nistration, President Roosevelt," 
(August 3, 19425 ‘ps le) 


After the convention was over, a full 
page article on it in Cannon's The 
Militant contained this statement: 


"The majority of the delepotess 


while hostile to the policies of 
the leaders on intra-union 
questions and protesting against 


the union retreats, still foliaved 
tho (CRE, ticol policies of the lead- 
ers, Suppo “suppor ving the capitalist 

progrom ce the Roosevelt adminis= 
tration.” (August 1, 1G, L942) “pe ey 


My emphasis - J.C.Ho) 


The rank-and-file of tho UAW has beon 
very alive and militant on economic 
issuosg tho UAW administration asa 
whole is probably less burocratic than 
most trade union administrations aree 
Nevertheless, the Trotskyite papers 
are constrained to shcw in wnat a 
treacherous and burocratic monrer the 
UAW leadership has been acting. In 
its article on the eve of the UAW con 
vention, Labor Action indicated the 
leadership's policy of “appoasing" the 


bosses and the fact thet this class- 
collaborationist line was being cram- 
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med dow: down the throats of the union: 
"APPEASEMENT POLICY NO GOODt 
“Watch outt Watch out} If this 
policy continues, if the leaders 
‘of the union, they will only suc- 
ceed in promoting a moveanent of 
indifference among wide circles of 
union members." (August 3, 1942, 
My emphasis - J.C.H.) 


And The Militant declared- 


eee the leadership of the union 


by its treacherous policy of re- 
troat has backed the UAW into a 
dead-end streot.” (Aug. 1, 1942.) 


The August Srd convention re-elected 
the old leadership, continued its line 
of support to the capitalist govern- 
ment, and served as a bridge to tho 
furtner burocratization of the UAW, 


In a word, acm rding to the Trot- 
skvites, the UAW, with its class-col- 
laborationist policy, its admitted 
support to imperialism, its increasing 
burocratism, and foisting of sacri- 
ae ae on the workers in the interests 

£ the capitalists, should take the 
lead in orgonizing an independent (of 
the copitel ists) Labor Portyt Such is 
the "revolutionary" concoction the 
Trotskyite leaders feed the workorst 


LENIN ON A LABOR PARTY 

“Tie Trotskyistst line on the Labor 

¥ Party, that the organization of 
a political party based on tho trade | 
unions, would constitute a workerst po-= 
litical party, i5 one against which 
Lenin f>ught consistently Le nin 
mainteined thet a so-called Labor 
Party based on tho trade unions is not 
aworkerst political party but a 
bourgeois party in politice .l content. 
Oinss-collaborationist unions do not 
chenge their skin by virtuo of forming 
a politicul party: the lattor can only 
bo class-collaboretionist like its 
parents. Inc lettor writton at tho 


timo of the Second Congress of tho 
Comintern, Lenin, arguing against 


McLaine, ono of the British radical 


locdors, declarod: 


"Ho calls the Labour Party tho 
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Bet ttieas Ck of tho, trado 


Eee ae g mies xe 


eyo 6,unlon movo. 
es pinion n ere 6iea n° bt 
Breskie of genie af, 8 Te oS 
not true ond raaeTy is the cause oF 
the Opposition, to a certain degree 
justified, of the British revolu- 
tionary workers. Indeed, the con= 
cepts ‘the political organization 
of the trado wnion movement,* or 
tho ‘political expression? 
movement, is mistaken." (Lenin On 
Britain, pe 207. My emphosis, JOH.) 


Meny people imagine that the mem-~ 
berh ip=-composition of a party deter- 


mines its class churnctore Lonin re-= 
futed this notion, pointing out that 
determines 


ee icy, not compo sition, 
6 cl.ss naturo of a politiccl party: 


"Of course, for the most part 
the Labour Party onsists of wrk- 


ers, but it doos not logically fol- — 


low from this that every workors? 
party which consists of workers is 
at the same time a tpolitical work- 
erst party's: that depends upon who 
leads it, upon the cmtent of its 
activities cnd of its political 
tactics. Only the latter detor- 
mines vhethor it is really o poli- 
tical proleturian. partys From this 
point of view, which is the only 
correct poimut of viow, the Labour 
Party is not a political workers? 


arty bat 7 a thoroughly bo urgcois 
arty, because, cl thou it” con 
sists of workers, it is lod by ro» 


actioncrios,cnd tho worst reaction= 
orics at that, who load it in the 
spirit of tho bourgeoisio «nd with 
tho aid of the British Noskes cand 


Scheidemanns, thoy ies Glia s tically - 
decdive the workers." (Ibide ly 
emp has is La al Celie ) 

Confronted by the acamplishod 


organization of those "bourgeois lator 
partios," Lenin doclorod mthless war 
against theme In 1916, he wrote: 


The fact ae thet ‘bourgoois 
labour partios,' as a political 
phenomenon, have ‘When been formed 


in .all the advinced capitalist 
countries and wniloss a determinod 


of this - 
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ruthloss strugglo is conductod 
against these oes: all along the 
ine —or, who e somo thing, 
against those poueel tondoncies, 
etcs — it is useless talking about 

the struggle against imporialism, 
about Marxism, or about the social~ 
ist labour movomerxt e' (Ibide 
Pe 1486 My emphasis = J. Cste) 


In the transitional stages to the 
proletorion revolution, lLonin osti-« 
mated, tho opportunist Labor Pa rty 
tondency would grow. stronger, and 


hence tho Marxist struggle agcinst it 
would have to grow moro and moro 
stronuous s: 

"There is not the slightest 


reason fa thinking that thoso 
partics can disappear before the 
social rovolutione On tho contrary, 
the noaror the rew lution approach» 
es, the strongor it flares up, tho 
moro sudden and violent tho transi- 
tions from om stage to anothor 
will bo in the courso of the revo= 
lution, the groator will bo tho 
role in the Inbour movement of a 
strugzle of the revolutionary mas 
strocm against tho joneroniat 
philistine stroom." (Ibide Enphas- 
is in original.) 


Such wos Lmints transitional 
program on the question of the Lawr 
Porty, in contradistinction to the 
Trotskyist “transi timal programe" 


History has provided plenty of 
expericnco with Labor Partios based on 
the roformist trado unions, Without a 
singl« oxception these partios have 
functioned in the interests of capite 
alisme Tho case of tho British Labor 
Party is, of murse, notorious with 
politicrlily educated, class conscious 
workorse von whon Lonin called for 
support to tho British Labor Party in 
a certain clection, his progrom was to 
dustroy this apportunist organization; 
"as a ropo supe 
ports a hanged man"; o11 his tactics 
had as thoir purpose, not to build and 
strongthon, but to wipe out the influe 
encod of tho so-callod Labor Party. In 
Lonin’s political systans a govormnent 
forinod by the Labor Party would to 
not -— to uso tho Trotskyist: phraso — 
a Workers’ Government giving the dos- 
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tiny of their class into the workers? 
own hand, but rather o bitter and 
costly experionce, a bourgeois “Labor" 
government which he believed would 
thoroughly expose itself as an agency 
of imperialism, a treacherous maéhinoe 
whose criminality would lay the basis 
for its destruction ond replacement by 
a proletarian dictatorships 


Of course, the Trotskyite leaders 
will orgue that they do not propose a 
Labor Party of the old style. If this 
argument is taken at its face value — 
which we do not do even for a moment ~~ 
then there is but one cond usion, that 
the Trotskyists are proposing the or- 
ganization of a myth, a chimera which 
never existed and never will existe 
Between o Bolshevik Party and a reac~ 
tionary party there is no middie; 
every party which is not Bolshevik is 
ro-copitalist and can be noth ng 
elses nvery non-Bolshevik porty, be 
% a Labor Party, a Social Demeratic 
party, a Stalinist party, an Anarh ist 
party, or any other opportunist body; 
serves tho historical interests of 
capitalisn, This is the fundamcntal 
law of modern politics, This is the 
teaching of history. But to invoko 
this historical lesson is not merely o 
motter of maintaining that "what has 
been, must always bee” Look concretel 
at the essence of what tho Trotskyists 
propose. They call for the presen 
trade unions, vhich politically uae 
opportunist organizations, to form a 
Labor Party. Let the UAW tako the 
lead in forming a Labor Party, cry the 
Trotskyite tops. In effect, this is 
calling for the reformist agents of 
imperiolism to forma Labor Party = 
and a "Workers! Governmat" to boot — 
this is serving the interests of im. 
perialisme 


THE TROTSKYITE LABOR PARTY POLICY 
~ ZN PRACTICE 


CTION is the test of overything 

in life, Tho «actions of the 
Trotskyites with respect to the Labor 
Party problem are tho real clue w the 
nature of their policy. For tho most 
part, the Trotskyists shout for a Labs 
or Party based on the trade unions 
while at the some time standing in 
verbal "opposition" to the Labor 
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Parties which actually existe But 


- sometimes in action they give the game 


awaye The character of those whom the 
Trot&yists have supported concretely 
in the Labor Party movement is tho 
acid test of the nature of tho Trot- 
skyist lino. There is no more fitting 
commentary on the Trotskyito tendency 
than to recall their support to tho 
Stalinist AeLeP.e stooge, Eugeno Con- 
nolly, in the March 1941 New York 
electionse In the grise of answering 
objections, after the elections, Gold 
men admitted black-on-white this sup- 
port to a Stalinist~ontrolled organ- 
ization: 


"Mony well-meaning people are 
horrified at the iden that we are 
supporting a Stalinist-controlled 


partye" ("Why We Supported the 
AVL Pe? The Militant, March 15, 
1941.6) on whe eee 
During the campaign, however, 
these “anti-Stalinists" deliberatoly 


concealed the fact that Connolly was a 
Dtalinist{ Connolly was p esented by 
the Cannonite paper as a bonafide in- 
operate labor candidate opposed to 
che top imperialists: 


"Connolly stands in the olec- 
tions as an ind@ endmt labor can- 
didate opposed to the war-mongering 
candidates who represent the Sixty 
Familiose" (Tho Militant, March 8, 
1941.6) SO TO a 


Clearly, Camon and Co, "forgot" about 


the "independent" Connolly's abject 
depondence on the counter=revolution= 
ary Stalinist burocrag. After the 


elections, which were held on March 
11, 1941, the Trotskyite leaders were 
constrained to give the lie to their 
previais dedlarations that Connolly 
was a bonafide opponent of the wor po- 
licy of the s-called Sixty Familios: 


“Connolly camp.igned merely on 
the basis of negative opposition to 
the lond lease bille Ho did not 
offer a real alternative to the war 
plane of the Sixty Familios. ~~ (The 
Heli tont, Beech Bo 22, 1941, pe de My 
‘emphas: is ~ JoCeHe) 


Hore is the real content of the 
Trotskyvito line on the Labor Party. On 
papor they shout for an "Independent" 


Labor Party, a genuine working class 
party, party of proletarian politics. 
In action, this noise turns out to be 
a line which admits of support even to 
counter-revolutionary Stalinist buroc-= 
rats who prowl around the reformist 
Labor Party movemente 


Shachtmon, of course, had the 
some line as the Cannon outfit. In 
writing about the A.LePe cloctions, 
Labor Action had the brazenness to 
prosent support to a whole assortment 
of "Labor" frauds as in line with ree 
volutionary workingclass principles: 


"Now, no revolutionary or work- 
ing class principle is violated in 
endorsing a Social-Democratic or 
teformist or Stalinist candidate 
for office in an election." (March 
1953041, pe 20) 


Agein, Shachtmon's “objection” to 
the way Cannon carried out the Trote 
skyist support to the Stalinists was 
that Connon did not mke enough “onti- 
Stalinist" gestures} 


It is not an acd dent that tha 
Trotskyist leaders got the workers to 
support the Stalinist-controlled sec-= 
tion of the AsLePe Tho whole Labor 
Party line of the Trotskyites isa 
dose from the Stalinist clm et of po- 
litical poisons. During the ultra- 
Rightist zigzags of the Stalintern, an 
integral part of its troachery to tue 
workers is to call for a Labor Porty 
based on the trade unions, This “9licy 
diverts the workers from tne path of 
proletaricn revolution. This is the 
basic interest ond purpose of the 
Stalinist ultra-Rightist line on the 
Labor Partye 


THEY ARH PHRFECTLY CONSCIOUS 
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OF MaMIn LaRACHERT 
Ems who know the truth and 
still deceive the workers are 
conscious betrayers of the worxing- 
classe The Trotskyite leaders fall 
into the latter category. ‘hey are 
entirely aware thot Marxism in the 
present period is opposed to initiat» 
ing the Milding of a Lebor Party, 
During a past period the Irctsyite 
magazine wrote: 


"For it is not the business of 
the revolutionary Marxists, above 
all in the present stage of the re= 
lationship between capitalist dis- 
integration and social reformism, 
to initiate or to help organize and 
found in addition to their om 
party another party for th ‘second 
class citizens,! for the "backward 
workers,’ a ‘tLabort party, ieee, a 
third capitalist party, even if 
composed predominantly of workers." 
(The New International,March 1935, 
De oGe a. 


That a Labor Party based even on 
the trade unions can be nothing but a 
reformist party, the Trotskyite lexd- 
ers know verfectly: 


"J... as all history proves,a 
Labor party, even when it has a 
genuine trade union base, is a re- 
formist party and nothing else can 
be expected .from “ite. —(ibid., 
August 1935, pe 146e) 
How little these absolutely correct 
words were sincerely meant by the 
Tro tskyite leaders is vividly demon- 
strated by the fact that when the 
whole Stalinist systen was fully in 
the ultra-Rightist zigzag known as the 
Popular Front, the Trotskyite leaders 
par:llelled the Stalinist line and 
completely reversed themselves on the 
question of the Labor Party based on 
the trade unionse Acting always as a 
prop to the Stalinist system, albeit a 
prop disguised by many devices, one of 
them being their shem criticism of 
Stelinism, the Trotskyite leaders are 
now erring in full blest for the Lobor 
Party, a position they themselves ro- 
pudiated - in insincere words, it is 
true, tut repudiated, neverthelesse 


The noise of Cannon-Shaditman for 
an "independent" Labor Party based on 
the trade unions is an ultre-Rightist 
trap; thoir slogan of a “Workers Gov- 
ernment" formed by same hodgepodre of 
fake “Labor” Parties is a method of 
diverting the proletariat from revolu- 
tion and the establishmamt of a gmu- 
ine dictatorship of the prolotariat. 
It is tie Trotsky version of Stalin's 
"Popular Fronte" It harks back to 
Trotsl:yts proposal of a Blun-Cactin 
govermment (sec Whither France,pe44). 
The onl: governmont which is in the 
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interests of the proletariat is a gov- . have understood nothing about the 
ernment of Bolshevik=led Soviets, Any economic or the political doctrines 
other form of government is a reac-~ of Morx," (Selected Works, Vol. X, 
tionary snare,however well cemouflaged De OTe) 
it may be with "Labor" and even "Com-~ 
munist" trinmingse Today the concrete Marxist teach ing). 
is: Either a government of Bolshevik- 
There is no middle ground between led Soviets or a bourgeois rule of 
a bourgeois dictatorship and a prolet- fascist military enslavement. To rely 
arion dictatorhip, as Lenin teught: on some "middle wurse," on s ome 
"Labor" government or some "Workers!" 
"Those who have reed Marx and overnment as the Trotskyites propose, 
have failed to understand that in (een a bourgeois government in 
capitalist society, at every acute "revolutionary" disguise), will make 
moment, at every serious conflict the triumph of fascism inevitablee 
of classes, only the dictatorship 
of the tw urgeoisie or the dictator~ Je C. Hunter 
ship of the proletoriat is possible August 15, 1942 
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A “UNITED FRONT" AND ITS AFTERMATH 


ik the foregoing peer ee this 

. Tro ites! 'Revo- 
Heros es ones 14), we 
gave material dealing with an elector- 
al bloc of the Trotskyites and Stalin- 
ists in the December 1940 elections of 
the New York Local 30¢ of the Hotel 
and Restaurant Employees Union, A.F.L. 
Recent events in that union throw a 
glaring light on the disastrous re- 
sults to the workers which flow from 
such an opportunist "united front" 
with one or another careerist, power- 
grabbing clique of labor fakers. We 
go back for amoment to those elec- 
tiona so that the recent events will 
be seen in their proper light. 


Tne December 1940 elections in 
Local 302 resulted — with Trotskyite 
help — in the election on one ticket 
of Stalinist burocrats, Costas Dritsas 
and Sam Kramberg, to the leading posts 
of President and Secretary-Treasurer, 


respectively, and of a soq-called 
"Progressive," Larry Phillips to the 
post of General Organizer. At that 


time the Trotskyites, completely drop- 
ping their front of "criticism" of the 
Stalinists im Local 302, painted tae 
electoral "platform" of the Stalinist-. 
dominated “united front" slate as an 
unmitigated blessing for the workers. 
In its report of the elections, tae 


Socialist Appeal wrote: 


"What is more, the united front 
was based ona genuine fighting 
program in the interests of all 
food workers against the bosses." 
(December 28, 1940.) 


Making absolutely no distinction bet- 
ween the Stalinist burocratic clique 
end honest workers, the § fal 

Appeal at that time lumped them all in 


ene pot as follows: 


"All combined on. the one suprem 
immediate task confronting the uni- 
on membership: smashing the menace 
of racketeers and boss-controlled 
labor fakers." (Ibid. My emphas- 
is — J.C.H.) 


Apparently, on the line of Can- 
non-Shachtman, this "one supreme 
imaediate task" of combatting rotten 
union policies could be facilitated by 
fae wees Stalinist burocrats to lead- 
ng posts. 


} Inavrally after the elections, 
tne victorious Stalinist thugs made 
fine speeches promising the workers 
great things. Continuing the line of 
dressing the Stalinist burocrats in 
sheep's clothing, the Socialist Appeal 
wrote up the Stalinist stooge Dritsas' 
speech in this rosy light: 


"Dritsas struck the keynote vhen 
he spoke of the fight for a better 
union contract for the 10,000 mem- 
bers of the union." (Jan.4, 1941.) 


The Trotskyite paper contained not 
even a whisper of warning that the 
StalinistsS promises were just so much 
eyewasn, even though theiry £11 
record in the past was well knom an 
often depicted in the Socialist Appeal 
in previous years. 


With these remarks we come to the 
recent events in Local 30. 


An article on Local 302 in The 
Militant of August 8, 1942 (page 2) 
begins with these words: 


"An attempt by the Stalinist 
leadership of New York Local 302 of 
the Hotel and Restaurant Employees 
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Union, AFL, to cram a rotten agree- 


ment down the throats of the mem- 
bership in violation of democratic 
union procedure, resulted in a riot 
at the union's last meeting, July 
30, at Manhattan Center." 


The Militant goes on to report that 
the so-called "Progressive,® Larry 
Phillips, who had been elected in De- 
cember 1940 as part of the bloc with 
the Stalinists, was viciously beaten 
up by Stalinist thugs and put in t he 
hospital. It goes without saying that 
any person who makes a deal with such 
crooks as Stalinist burocrats for jobs 
in the unions is a careerist and job- 
hunter. Tne whole matter has all the 
odor of a clique fight. Having been 
sufficiently strengthened by the sup- 
port of the Trotskyives and "Progres- 
sives," the Stalinist leaders now ob- 
viously feel edie enough to try to 
run the whole show themselves. And so 
they crack the heads of their erst- 
while "friends" of the December 1940 
“united front." It is revealing that 
in its report of the riot and the 
beating up of Phillips, Tho Militant 
diplomatically keeps silent about the 
1940 "united front" deal which put tae 
Stalinists in power in Local 302. 


It is not an accident that The 
Militant makes absolutely no mention 
of the fact that the Stalinist gang- 
sters were elected to the leadership 
of Local 302 with Trotskyite asip. 
The united front "against vhe corrupt 
right wing officials," as the $oc.a/.2! 
Appeal of December 41, 1940 ca.led the 
Stalinist-? rotskyist ‘progressive" 
bloc, gave Local 302 a leadership 
which is the very quintossenze of cor- 
ruption, in a word, a4 Stal i nist 
leadershipe 


Naturally, it would be embaraas- 
sing for The Militant to report the 
recent doings in Local 302 in light of 
the Trotskyite line in that union. 
Hence, The Militant confines itself 
wholly to the present, omitting the 
context of the pact. This makes the 
reader of The Militant, who either 
never knew or has forgotten abeut the 
Trotskyites* support to the Stalinists 
in Local 302, imagine that the Trot- 
skyite paper, and the Trotskyite or+ 
ganization, in general, are conducting 
a powerful fight in the food workers 


anion against Stalinism. 


In the article, "The Trotskyites! 
"Revolutionary' Masa Work," we stated 
the thesis that in regard to the 
squabbles of the various power-grab- 
bing cliques in the unions: ''The most 
insidious, opportunist trap that the 
workers can fall into is to hook them- 
selves on to the tail of one or anoth- 
er of the contending gangs of buroc- 
rats. It is absolutely imperative for 
the workers to struggle against all 
the power-seeking careerist cliques, 
to expose the gang-warfare nature of 
these machinations." There could not 
possibly be a better illustration of 
the truth of this thesis than 
the events of Local 302. It must be re- 
ealled that in 1940 the Trotskyites 
were given a few sops, some minor 
posts, in the “united front" electoral 
deal. For the sake of these few 
posts, the Trotskyites entered into a 
bloc with the Stalinist burocrats and 
got the workers to elect a Stalinist 
leadership. This bloc was palmed off 
by the Trotskyite leaders as a fight 
in the interests of the workers 
Actually, the workers were tied to the 
tail of one crooked clique, the Stal- 
inists,against another crooked clique, 
the so-called right wingers. The 
right wing officials were defeated in 
the elections. But did this mean a 
victory fer the workers? Not in the 
least; The right wing officials, or 
any Other reactionaries for that mat- 
ter, are mere beginners in the art of 
betraying the workers when compared to 
those past-masters, the Stalinist 
burocrats, Steer clear of all, the re- 
actionary cliques; this is the true 
Marxist line. The Trotskyite policy 
of tying up with one or another rotten 
careerist clique prevents the workers 
from developing independent class 
forces in the unions. Thais assures 
the victory of reaction. The Trotske 
ite trade union policy tends to cor- 
rupt the workers along careerist lines 
by invelving them in a chase after 
offices. 


Cannon's tactics in Local 302 — 
(and Shachtman's who approved of the 
Stalinist—dorinated bloc) — do not 
differ Sssentially from those of the 
Stalinist burocrats. The latter, 
wnile generally shrieking against the 
Trotskyites, entered into the elector-. 
al bloc with them also for the sake of 
offices. Trotskyite help was very 
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useful to the Stalinist burocrats in 
winning the election, especially in 
light of the fact that the Stalinists 
were rapidly losing control of Local 
502. This is how all the careerist 
cligue leaders maneuver. First comes 
the opportunist, off ice-chasing 
“united front"; then, the skull-busting 
period. Sometimes it is the other way 


from and totally against the interests 
of the workers. 


Marxist. mass work in the unions 
will only begin when the workers have 
broken with toe careerist leaders and 
office-chasers of the Stalin School, — 
the Cannons, the Shachtmans, the 
Browders. 

JeOsH. 


around; it makes no essential differ- 


ence. This game is utterly divorced August 14, 1942 
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| WHAT ROAD FOR THE INDIAN MASSES— 


"1776"or "October 1917" 


HE present situation in India has 
many markings of an approaching 
political and social upheaval. If the 
masses of that country follow a cor- 
rect pata, then not only the centur- 
ies-old rule of British imperialism 
will be uprooted but all exploitation 
and oppression of the Indian toilers 
will come to an end and an epoch of 
liberation of the masses of Asia and 
the rest of the world will be ushered 
in. It goes without saying that 
snould the Indian masses proceed along 
awrong political line, then instead 
of marching toward freedom they will 
collapse into enslavement which may be 
even more galling than tneir present 
condition of oppression. 


Among the political tendencies 
which offer the Indian masses a pro- 
gram supposedly for their struggle for 
emancipation is tne Trotskyist "Fourth 
International." Many politically edu- 
cated workers know that the polig 
which Trotsky followed in 1917 brought 
about the overthrow of Russian inperi- 
alism and the subsequent defeat of 
world imperialist intervention against 
the workers! State. Evidently the road 
which the Russian masses took in 1917 
was the only correct road for carrying 
out the bourgeois-democratic tasks, 
that is, for the elimination of land- 
lord oppression, and for the socialist 
tasks, the expropriation of the bour- 
geoisie and the socialization of own- 
ership of the industrial means of pro- 
daction and exchange. 


Is the road the followers of Trot- 
sky propose today for India the cor- 
rect one? Will the Indian masses 
sOlve their problems by any otnrer po- 
licy except the one the Bolshevik Pary 
gave the masses of Russia in 19177 
Before answering the first question, 


let us draw the basic outlines of the 


1917 line of the Bolshevik Party and 
indicate its significance for India 
today. 

In the early years of this cen- 
tury the minds of the Russian revolu- 
tionists were set at work to present 


the masses of Russia with a program 
that would lead to their liberation 
from the landlords and capitalists. 
From observations accessible at that 
time, Trotsky made out his theoretical 
prognosis which was summed up under 
the phrase "The Permanent Revolution." 
The meaning of the term was briefly 
this: the working class leading the 
peasantry establishes the dictatorship 
of the proletariat through which both 
the bourgeois-democratic and the so- 
Cialist tasks are carried ovt. Lenin's 
idea of the path for the Russian mas- 
ses was different. He visualized a 
regime which would be neither the dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat nor the 

actatorship of tae bourgeoisie but 
something in-petween, a stage prelimi- 
nary to the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat. Lenin's view was expressed 
in the formla, "revolutionary—democ- 
ratic dictatorship of the proletariat 
and the peasantry" — a two-class dic- 
tatorship. Moreover, Lenin expected 
that the Russian masse would go over 
to the proletarian dictatorship on- 
ly after the workers of the advanced 
countries had set up theirs. 


In April 1917 Lenin introduced a 


policy which in essence corresponded 
to Trotsky's position of Permanent 
Revolution. Lenin's old formula of 


the two-class dictatorship in reality 
did not go beyoria the formation of a 
dourgeois republic, and had ae and the 
Bolshevik Party clung to this formula, 
the Russian bourgeoisie would have re- 
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mained in power and the toiling masses 
would have been crusned. Lenin's 
April pelicy, adopting the line of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, basice 
ally Trotsky's position, led to the 
October Revoiution. 


That the oppressed masses of the 
world would have +o follow the same 
road the Russian tcilers bad teken in 
1917 was emphasized by Lenin and other 
leaders of the Russisu Reveivtion mere 
than once. Even tks messes of the 
colonial and semi-colcenial countries, 
it was wurdersvood, could win their 
national indepencence from imperialist 
oppressors and their sccial emanci p a— 
tion from taeir own lardlords and cap- 
italists only through proletarian dic- 


tatorship. in ais book, The Permanent 
Revelution, Trotsky confirmed this 
conceptions 

"With regard +o ths countries 


with a belated bourgeois develop- 
ment, especially the colonial and 
semi-colonial covntries, the theory 
of the permanent revolution sig- 
nifies that the completes and genu- 
ine solution of their tasks, demo- 
cratic anc national emancipation. 
is conceivable only tarough the dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat as the 
leader cf the sudjugatecd nation, 
above all of its peasant masses." 
(Leon Trotsky, The Permanent 
Revolution, p. 151.) 


It is true tiat the old view held 
by the Marxists was that the road to 
the proletarian dictatorship in back 
ward countries lay throvgn a stage of 
bourgeois-democracy. The theory of 
Permanent Revolution, and particularly 
the historic concretization of this 
theory by the Russian workers and peas- 
ants, upset the old view and e stablish- 
ed the law adhered to by true Marxists 
that victory to the toiling masses ev-— 
en in tne most backward countries can 
come through no other road except the 
one along which the Russian toilers 
marched in October 1917 — the road of 
the Permanent Revolution, the road of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. 


In the same book from which we 
have given the above citation, Trotsky 
stated: 


"If the traditional view was 


that the road to the proletarian 
dictatorship led throvgh a long 
perioag of democracy, the theory ef 
permanent revolution established 
the fact taet for backward cou- 
tries tne read to democracy passed 
through the dictatorsuip of the 
proletariat." (p. xxiv.) 


The theory of the Permanent Revolution 
is the historical and political frame 
of reference we shall keep in view in 
dealing with India ‘today. 


Tragically enough, after October 
1917, the correctness of the theory 
of the Permanent Revolution was demon- 
strated in a negative fashion in a 
wnole series of terrible disasters for 
tne tolling masses of both advanced 
and backward countries where the mas- 
ses were misled by opportunists. Now 
in Germany, now in China, now in Eng- 
land, now in Spain, the masses had the 
objective possibility of freeing then 
selves from oppression, but each time, 
at first Social-Democracy and after- 
ward chiefly Stalinism, diverted them 
from the correct road. One can de- 
clare with certainty that unless the 
toilers of India adopt the policy 
proved correct in the crucible of the 
Russian experience of October 1917, 
they will not only fail to free then 
selves from their own native exploit- 
ers but will not secure even natioral 
independence. For the road to nation- 
al independence of the coionial coun- 
tries passes only through the dictat- 
orsntip of the proletariat. 


Now, vhat road do Cannon and his 
organization map out for the Indian 
toiling masses? Do they warn the In- 
dian masses against any other road but 
the ons irrefutably established by the 
experience of October 19177 Not at 
alll They direct the mind of the In- 
dian toilers towards a different path, 
as follows: 


"1776 Showed The Way for India." 


This is aheadline in an editorial 
in The Militant of August 22, 142. 
Do the Trotskyites offer as inspira~ 
tion to the Indian toilers the April 
Thesis of Lenin which pointed to ture 


path of a Soviet Government? Not at 
ali! The Trotskyites d#g up the Dec- 
laration of Independence Of the Ameri- 


can bourgeoisie and slave-—owners: 


. was not for 


ei 


"Yet the people of India can 
find inspirations and weapons in 
their fight for freedom in smevica 
— not in the war Rocsevait carries 
on today but in the Revolutionary 
War for Independence (likewise from 
the Britis: Hmpire) not in the At- 
lantic Charter, but in the Declara- 
tion of Independence." (Ibid.) 


That the American Revolution, oc- 
curring over a century and a half ago, 
was a@ progressive event in history 
goes without saying. But tae movement 
tne liberation of the im 
mense multitudes of slaves and toilers. 
Marx and Engels in the Communist Mani- 
fesio written many devades after 1776 
declared that "All previous histcrical 
movements were movements of minorities 
or in the intorests of minoritiss." 
The American movement of 1776 was led 
by and in the interests of a small 
minority of the colcenial population. 
It was organized and directed by hew 
England merchants, shipbuilding capi- 


talists, bankers, masters of indsnt- 
ured servants and by tne Sovtnern 
slave-owning aristocracy. National 


independence was achisved, but slavery 
and oppression continued, masked by 
a million beautiful pnrases about lib- 
erty. Negro slavery was extended and 
intensified and the ground was pre- 
pared for establisning wage-slavery as 
the basic institution of American so- 
ciety. The 1776 movement was never 
meant to emancipate the crushed and 
exploited masses of the world, or of 
the British empire, or ever of the An- 
erican colonies. Urlike the Revolu- 
tion of October 1917, whick, before it 
degenerated burocraticaily, was indeed 
a movement to free all the oppressed 
and which for that reason wes mot with 
furious hatred by ail exploiting class- 
es and all capitalist governments, the 
movement of 1776 received support from 
a section of the feudai nobility of 
Europe, notably from the monarch of 
France and his statesmen. Even before 
1776, spurred by hig rivalry with ing- 
land, "Louis XV dispatched agents to 
America to observe the course of 
events, to report on the prospects of 
revolution, and even to aid discreetly 
the party of discontent," (Beard, The 
Rige of American Civilizasioa, Vol. I, 
pp. 244-245.) The French monarchy was 
anxious to see a clach of arms between 


England and the American colonies. 

French monarchist generals and admir- 

als led armies and fleets against the 

British at Yorktown, bringing the war 

fo> Awerican independence to a victory 
for tne cclories. Not that it was in- 

correct for the American capitalisis 
and slavs--owers %to utilize even such 
reactionary forces in the fight for 
independence. We point out these 
fasts to bring out the class features 
of the American war of 1776, features 
entirely omitted by the Trotskyites in 
urging "1776" as an “inspiration” for 
the Indian masses today. Finally, we 
must mention the general apathy of the 
American slaves, workers and poor 
farmers to the war against England, a 
state of indifference caused by. the 
utter lack of a program of liberation 
for the toilers in the capitalists! 

and slave-owners' war for independence. 


The New England capitalists andi 
Southern slaveowners carried out the 
streggle for national independence aly 
because capitalism was in its infarcy; 
there was no modern proletariat stand- 
ing as a realistic threat to all ex- 
ploitation and oppression. But in the 
present period all exploiters tremble 
at the prospect of anew "Oc tober 
1917." Even the colonial bourgeoisie 
and their petty-bourgeois "ene m ies," 


when “She critical period arrives in 
their homeland, invariably side with 
the imperialists, because the real 


struggle for national independence un- 
folds in this epoch along the road of 
tne dictatorsnip of the proletariat 

(Permanent Revolution), not along the 
road of "1776" (dictatorship of the 
bourgsOisie). This means abolition of 
all classes, a prospect the bourgeoisie 
dreads. 


At the time of the Second Congress 
of the Communist International Lenin 
established the prospect of the back 
ward countries passing to the Soviet 
system and to Communism without pass- 
ing through the capitalist stages 


"The Cormunist International 
mist lay down, and give the theor- 
etical grounds for, the proposi- 
tion that, with the aid of the pro- 
letariat of the most advanced coun- 
tries, the backward countries may 
pass to the Soviet system and, 
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after passing through a definite 
stage of development, to Commnisn, 
without passing through the capi- 
talist stage of development." (Se- 
lected Works, Vol. X, p. 243.) 


The Indian proletariat, the only 
class tnat can lead to national indep- 
endence which is now inseparable from 
the struggle for the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, has different sources 
of inspiration, a different tocsin to 
heed, a different path to follow than 
that indicated by the Trotskyites. 
The way to freedom, national and so- 
cial, for the Indian workers lies 
along the path of their own class, the 
path of October 1917. The Trotskyite 
editorial, "1776 Showed the Way for In- 
dia," demonstrates conclusively that 
the Trotskyite leaders betray the great 
proletarian traditions and policies 
and attempt to shove the Indian mass- 
6s upon a path that will lead towards 
a bloody debacle and Fascist amslave- 
ment for the Indian toilers. 


Ig it an accident that Cannon and 
his collaborators trample upon the 
Marxian principle that the national 
and social emancipation of the colo- 
nial and semi-cojonial countries lies 
through the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat, the path of tne Permanent 
Revolution? Wot in the least. Trot- 
sky himself, when tne October Revolu- 
tion entered its Stalinist period of 
degeneration and betrayal, quietly 
dropped his ow great theory and gave 
support +o sham "“workers' governmente’ 
in Saxony and Tauringia in 1923. 
These governments, resting upon the 
bourgeois parliament, the Landtag, 
were headed by German Social Democrats, 
treacherous agents of imperialism, and 
wore participated in by Stalin's a 
gents in Germany. Trotsky at taat 
time likened these bourgeoie govern- 
ments guarding the interests of German 
imperialism to the government the Bol- 
sheviks had set up after the overthrow 
of the Russian bourgeoisie (see Trot- 
sky's speech to the Moscow Metal Work- 
ers, Izvestia, Oct. 21, 1923, quoted 
in this issue of THE BULLETIN, p. 36 ) 
Trotsky continued his new line of 
betraying the Permanent Revolution 
through all the subsequent turns of 
history. The most outstanding and 
glaring example of his betrayal of the 


policy of the Permanent Revolution is 
evident in the Spanish situation. He 
and his Cannons and Shachtmans sold 
the wrkers the policy of "bourgeois 
democracy vs. fascism," the line of 
"critical" support to the Stalinist- 
Socialist-Republican government headed 
by Azana. By the combined effort of 
all the opportunist forces, Stalinism 
performing the major part in this wrk, 
the Spanish workers and peasants vere 
prevented from finding the path of 


October 1917. The result of the line 
of "democracy vs. fascism" laid dow 
by Stalin's demagogues at the Seventh 
Congress of the "Comintern" was the 
bloodiest debacle and the establish- 
ment of Fascist military slavery in 
Spain. The open admission that such 
was the Trotskyist policy during the 
Spanish Civil War was made by the 
Trotskyists, who style themselves 
"Marxists," in the following words: 


"In that struggle, by the wy, 
the revolutionary Marxists were in 
favor of giving material support to 
tne Spanish Loyalists because we 
recognized it to be a struggle bet- 
ween fascism and capitalist democ- 
racy and between the two we prefer 


goo Aaasen (The Militant, May 24, 


Remarkable to note, in the same 
issue of their paper in which they op- 
enly admit their support to bourgeois- 
democracy in the Spanish situation, 
they made the following declaration: 


"To admit the truth would be to 
confess that bourgeois democracy is 
not the opposite of fascism, but 
paves the way for fascism in this 
epoch Of capitalist decay." 


By diverting the eyes of the re- 
volutionary workers of India from the 
correct path and focusing theirat- 
tention upon ideas and traditions of 
the bourgeoisie, the Trotskyite lead- 
ers are setting up a deadly political 
trap for the Indian toilers. If the 
revolutionary workers, in the first 
instance those who have broken with 
the treacherous Social Democracy and 
left in disgust the even more danger- 
ously treacherous Stalinist "Comintern," 
but who cling to the Trotskyite op- 
portunists, do not break in this epoch 
witn all aspects of pseudo-Bolshevism, 
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FOR THE FRENCH 
BOURGEOIS OR PROLETARIAN TRADITIONS? 


WORKERS ; 


HE Trotskyite leaders profess to 
school the workers in Marxism 

and instruct them in the traditions of 
the proletariat as different and dis~ 
tinct from the traditions of other 
classes. How distant this profession 
4s from actual practice can readily be 
seen from the day-to-day education 
they pass on to the workers. Let us 
take for illustration an editor ial 
"France's Struggle" in the July 18, 
1942 issue of The Militant. Incident- 
ally we must observe that the title of 
‘the editorial has nothing in common 
with revolutionary Mazxism. Anyone 
who has studied Marxist works will re- 
cognize immediately that the title 
represents a bourgeois, not a prolet- 
arian ideology. When speaking of an 
4mperialist country Marxists make a 
separation between the interests of 
the masses and those of the 
bourgeoisie and use clags language to 


designate that separation. Marxists 
speak of "the struggle of the French 
workers,"' "the struggle of the German 
workers," but only such people as 


bourgeois ideologists and the Stalin- 
ist burocrats during their Rightist 
maneuvers speak of "Germany's struggle 
against Versailles," "France's Strug- 
gle," etc. "France's Struggle" for 
what? Struggles in capitalist society 
proceed along class lines. With 
"classless" phrases the opportunists 


verbally obliterated the fact that 
"France" contains exploiters and 
exploited. 


We would naturally overlook the 


incorrectness of the title and regard 
it as amere editorial slip, were it 
not for the content of the editorial 


itself. This, however, we cannot re- 
gerd as merely slipshod writing. The 
essence of its ideas is Left petty- 
pourgeois "Socialist" rather than re- 
volutionary-proletarian. The editori- 
al in The Militant advances the fol- 
lowing falsehood: 


"With its slogan of Liberty, 


Fraternity and Equality the French 
Revolution is even today a chal- 
lenge to fascism with its oppres- 
sion, racialism and bookburnings." 


This places bourgeois-democratic 
phrasemongering in the category of a 
challenge to Fascism. Any politically 
educated revolutionary worker mows 
that even during the French Revolution. 
itself the slogan "Equality" was a 
cloak concealing the terrible discrep- 
ancy between the poverty and misery of 
the French masses and the wealth of 
the rising bourgeoisie, the slogan 
"Liberty" hid the enslavement of the 
French toiling masses by the French 
capitalists, and the slogan "Frater- 
nity" tended to conceal the fact that 
French society, after the overthrow of 
the feudal powers, was rent asunder by 
irreconcilable class interests. Every 
politically educated revolutionary 


worker also lnows that there is only 
gQne true challenge to Fascism, and 


taat is the proletarian revolution led 
by Marxists, not misled by opportun- 
ists. Every other "challenge to Fas- 
cism" is a fraud and a deadly snare 
for the workers, delivering them 
inevitably to Fascism. Such a fraud 
was the policy of the Popular Front 
which supposedly challenged Fascism in 
Spain and France; such a fraud is 
Stalin's burocratic and counter-revo- 
Jutionary policy today which ostensib— 
ty is combatting Fascism while in 
reality is playing into the hands of 
Hitler and world imperialism. 


The actual role of the bourgeoisie 
during the French Revolution is dis- 
torted by the Trotskyite "educators" 
of the wrkers. The Militant editori- 
al says: "The French Revolution was 
led by the rising capitalist class 
when it was young and progressive..." 
When the history of the actual func- 
tion of the French capitalist class is 
analyzed closely, it becomes obvious 
that the French Revolution was led not 
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here and there skillfully intertwined. ginning to the end it is a work of 
But in the case under examination, the bourgeois delusion, objectively serv- 
editorial “France's Struggle," there ing the reactionary forces within 
is not a single idea representing the modern society. 

traditions of the Commune of 1871 or George Marlen 
the October Revolution. From the be~ Bugust 20, 1942 
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f Row time to time, the Trotskyite 
magazine, Fourth International, 
reprints articles by Trotsky in its 
archive section, "From the Arsenal of 
Marxism," Some of these articles of 
Trotsky's are indeed from that arsenal, 
for it cannot be denied that at one 
time in his life, very long ago, 
Trotsky stood on a fundamentally Marx- 
ist line. Other articles by Trotsky, 
however, are fron a totally differant 
arsenal, coming from the period of the 
Stalinist burocratic degeneration of 
tne leaders of the October Revolution. 


It is enlightening to compare 
articles written on the same topic in 
these two opposite periods. Two re= 
cent issues of the Cannonite magazine 
reprinted articles by Trotsky dealing 
with the question of the United States 
of Europe. One article, (Fourth Inter- 
national, May 1942, p. 156), is from 
the 1915-1917 period in which Trotsky, 
growing greater in revolutionary 
calibre, was rapidly moving towards 
the Leninist trend; the other (Ibid. 
July 1942, p. 220), was written in the 
early Summer of 1923, in that latter 
phase of Trotsky's political career, 
during the rule of the Trio (Zinovieve 
Kamenev-Stalin).. 


The first article,from the period 
of Trotsky's maturation as a revolu- 
tionary, takes a clear and unmistak- 
ably Marxist stand on the position of 


the United States of Europe. Sharply 
differentiating himself . from the 
bourgeois demagogues who were also 


using the phrase, United States of 
Europe, but as a cover for imperialist 
depredations, Trotsky categorically 
identified the Marxist concept of the 
United States of Europe with the 
socialist dictatorship of the Buropean 


TWO POSITIONS ON "THE UNITED STATES OF EUROPE" 


proletariat. In this earlier article 


Trotsky wrote: 


"The victorious European revolu- 
tion, however, no matter how its 
course in the sundry countries my 
be fashioned can, in consequence of 
the adsence of other revolutionary 
classes, transfer the power only to 
the proletariat. Thus the United 
States of Europe represents the 
Only conceivable form of the dic- 
tatorship of the European prolet- 
ariat." (Reprinted in Fourth h- 


fermationah , I 1942, p. 158. My 
emphasis— “b.He) 


This identification of the 
United States of Europe with the dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat was fully 
in line with Lenin's writings on that 
subject. The idea of a United States 
of Europe under capitalism was repudi- 
ated by Lenin as either a myth or an 
imperialist bludgeon: 


"From the point of view of the 
economic conditions of imperialism, 
i.e., capital export and division 
of tae world between the 'progres- 
sive’ and 'civilized' colonial pow 
ers, the United States of Europe 
under ‘capitalism is either impos- 

gible or reactionary." (Collected 
Works, Vol. XVIII, pp. 269-270.) 


Lenin even considered the term, United 
States of Europe, to be insufficiently 
broad, for he identified tae, concept 
in its final meaning with stateless 
society of fully developed Commnism 
and pointed to the United States of 
the World as the scientifically more 
correct term: 


"The United States of the World 
(not of Europe alone) is a state 
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form of national unification and 
freedom which we connect with So- 
cialism; we think of it as becoming 
avreality only when the full vic- 
tory of Commnism will have brought 
about the total disappearance of 
any state, including its democratic 
form." (Ibid., p. 271.) 


In these terms of the internati- 
onal power of the proletarian dictat- 
orship was the concept of the United 
States of Europe (or of the World) 
framed in the Marxist system in its 
classical writings. 


With the growth of the burocratic 
degeneration of the leaders of the 
first workers! State, virtually every 


ones of them made it a policy and a 
practice utterly to distort every 
Marxist concept. The degenerated 


leaders began to introduce policies 
which diverted tne wrkers from tne 
achievement of a Communist revolution 
and a proletarian dictatorship. 


Since the Leninist concept of the 
United States of Europe is organically 
united with tho dictatorship of the 
proletariat, the burocratic renegades 
had to confuse the workers on the 
nature of the latter in order to con- 
fuse them on the nature of the former. 
We shall outline how this deception 
was engineered. 


Through the course of the Russian 
Revolution, history had proved conclu- 
sively that there is no middle or 
transitional ground between a 
bourgeois and a proletarian dictator- 
ship: 


"The main thing the Socialists 
fail to understand and what consti- 
tutes their theoretical shortsight- 
edness, their captivity to bourg- 
eois prejudices and their political 
treachery to the proletariat, is 
that in capitalist society, as soon 
as there is any serious intensifi- 
cation of tne class struggle on 
which it is based, there cannot be 
any middle course between the dice 
ftatorship of the bourgeoisie and 
prolet- 


Works, Volume VII, p. 229. My 
emphasis - J.C.H.) 
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This formulation was meant not only as 
an analysis of state forms but also as 
a political directive warning against 
confusing some form of bourgeois dic- 
tatorship with the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. In the present epoch, 
any state which is not the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat is necessarily 
the dictatorship of the bourgeolsie — 
such wags the Leninist principle. 
Therefore, a real Workers, or Workers 
and Peasants Government can exist only 
under a proletarian dictatorship. In 
the early Soviet vocabulary, the term 
Workers or Workers and Peasants Gov- 
ernment came to be used as a synonym 
for the dictatorship of the proletari- 
at; the Russian Revolution and its 
aftermath in Europe pointed to and 
justified such usage. 


Wnat were the historical facts 
Which established this usage? All 
governments formed by petty-bourgeols 
"labor" or "socialist" parties proved 
to be capitalist governments, agenéies 
of world imperialism. These treacher-~ 
ous "labor" or "socialist" governments 
occasionally tried to palm themselves 
off as Workers or Workers and Peasants 
Governments,but this was mere d emagogy 
concealing their capitalist content. 
To this day the only genuine Workers, 
or Workers and Peasants Government 
that ever existed was the one formed 
through the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat created by the Bolshevik 
Revolution of October 1917. 


The burocratic renegades from 
Boleheviam, in line with their policy 
of diverting the toilers from prolet~ 
arian revolution, began to give the 
workers the impression that there 
could exist real Workers, or Workers 
and Peasants Governments not wmder the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. The 
degenerated Soviet leaders began to 
issue cautiously-worded, equivocal 
formulations which spoke of a middle 
course between the dictatorship of the 
bourgeoisie and the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, of "stages towards" 
the proletarian dictatorship, of 
"transitional phases" which would not 
be the proletarian dictatorship but 
nevertheless would be Workers,or Work- 
ers and Peasants Governments. Naturaly, 
the object of the renegades was to en- 
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tangle the workers in support of these 
non-Bolsnevik and therefore capitalist 
"Workers" Governments, thus pushing 
the toilers off the path of Peghosaet- 
an revolution. 


Tae year 1923 marked a high stage 
of the Stalinist burocratic degener- 
ation of the top leaders of the Soviet 
State. Lenin, who attempted to combat 
the Stalinist degeneration, was rapid- 
ly sinking out of the picture due to 
illness. Particularly in the early 
part of 1923 Lenin's illness mounted 
to a severe pitch, putting him out of 
all political work. 


By 1925 the Stalinist renegades 
with their hands practically complets- 
ly free had already firmly established 
the poisonous notion that Workers or 
Workers and Peasants Governments are 
possidvle on a non-proletarian-dictat- 
orship basise 


‘Trotsky's article of the early 
Summer of 1963 on the United States of 
Europe coincides with this period. 
The line taken by Trotsky in this 
article reveals into what camp he had 
fallen. Snarply departing from his 
former revolutionary position of 
identifying the United States of 
Europe wita the proletarian dictator- 
ship, Trotsky now spoke of tne United 
States of Europe as a possibility 
without the proletarian dictatorship. 
Trotsky now identified the United 
States of Europe with those alleged 


"Workers," or "Workers and Peasanis" 
Governments whicn all the burocratic 
renegades were describing as not th 


actual dictatorship of the proletariat 
but a "stage towards" that dictator- 
ship. His changed position on this 
vital question reads as follows: 


"It mignt be argued that ve are 
in reality speaking of a European 
Socialist Federation as -part of a 
World Federation, and that suca a 
regime can be brought ‘about only by 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
We will not stop to answer this 
argument, since it was refuted by 
the international analysis during 
the consideration of the question 
of a 'Worksrs! Government. 'The 


under the aegis 
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United States of Europe! is a slog- 
an in svery respect corresponding 
with the slogan 'A Workers’ (or 
Workers! and Peasants!) Government.! 


Is the realization of a ‘Workers! 
Government' possible withovt the 


dictatorship of the proletariat? 


Only a conditional reply can be 
given to this question. In any 


case, we regard the ‘Workers! 
Government! as a stage towards the 
dictatorship of the proletariat." 
(Reprinted in Fourth International, 
July 1942, p. 222. My emnasis — 
J.C.H.) 


Note how carefully equiva al 
Trotsky was on the question whether a 
Workers Government is possible witnout 
tue dictatorsnip of the proletariat. 
“Only a conditional reply can be given 
to this question," wrote the 1923 
Trotsky. History had long given a 
categorical NO-to.. this question, as — 
Trotsky well knew; but now he hada 
reason — the same reason Zinoviev, 
Stalin, Kamenev, Bukharin and the oth- 
er renegades had who also gave a "con- 
ditional" reply to this question ~ for 
avoiding a direct Leninist answer. The 
"Workers Government" was now palmed 
off as "in any case" a "stage towards" 
tae dictatorship of the proletariat. 
Since there is no middle ground bet- 
ween a bourgeois dictatorship and a 
proletarian dictatorship, it is clear 
that a "stage towards" the latter is 
in reality a bovrgeois dictatorship. 
Thus Trotsky advanced the slogan ofa 
United States of Europe as identical 
with tae alleged "Workers" Government 
which was said to be possible without 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
In brief, Trotsky now posed the United 
States of Evrope wider the regime of 
Capitalism, a position repudiated by 
Lenin at all times, and by Trotsky 
when he too was a revolutionary. 


Whaat was involved here was not 
just amatter of a different form-. 
lation of a slogan. In that same yar, 
1923, the new volicy which these_new. 
slogans represented was put into dead- 
ly effect on the international scene 
of the degenerated 
leaders. Ths deceptive slogan "Wor k- 
ers Government" without the dictator- 
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ship of the proletariat, identified by 
Trotsky in 1923 with the idea of the 
United States of Europe, was used by 
the burocrats to confuse tas workers 
on the difference between a bourgeois 
and a proletarian dictatorship. 


It was in Germany, ripe for pro- 
letarian revolution in 1923, that 
these deceptions led to their firet 
concrete, major and epoch-making be- 
trayal of an imminent proletarian re- 
volution, a piece of treachery 
engineered by the bvrocratic cancer in 
the Soviet Union which eventually came 
to be know as Stalinism. The 
bourgeoigs-democratic, par) iamentary 
(Landtag) regimes of Saxony and 
Touringia, whore the upsurge of tae 
workers was parvicularly intense, wers 
painted up br the Soviet burocratic 
renegades as "Workers" Governments, a 
subtls deception reinforced by the 
trick of having shreo German Stalinist 
agents, Brandler, Thalheimer and 
Boettcher, participate in them in 
ministcrial posts. Coalition 
dourgooig-democratic governments con- 
siating of "Left" Social-Democrats, 
Right Social-Democrats (the Scacideman- 
nites), and the few Stalinist buroc- 
rats as a tiny minority, were thus 
formed 4n tae German gapitaliss state. 
4n the Saxon and Thuringian pourss0is 


Parliaments. 


In lino with the policy of get- 
ting tho workers to confuse a 
bourgédis with a proletarian dictator 
hip, Trotsky, in a epeech during the 
fateful events of October 1923,equated 
the bourgcois-democratic, pariiameni- 
ary coalition govarnments of Saxony 
and Thuringia with the Bolshevik gov- 
ernment in which a few Left-S.R.'s 
participated as a small minority, a 
Sdviet govoinmerit established A Fus- 
aia in 19}8 after the proletatian 
overthrow of the capitalist regime and 
the creation of a proletarian dictat- 
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orsnhip. Designating Brandler and his 
mates, who had gotten their instruce 


tions from the Stalin clique in the 
Kremlin, as "Commnists," Trotsky 
said:- 

"At the present time the situ. 


ation is clear. The coalition of 
Communists with the Social Democ- 
Tats in the government of Saxony 
and Thuringia is comparable to the 
coalition of the Commmists and 
Left Social Revolutionaries in-Rus- 
sia." (Igvestia, Oct. 21, 1923.) 


Trotsky, of course, know perfect= 
ly well the difference between the 
vourgeois-parliamentary Landtag gov- 
ernzents of Saxony and Thuringia ard 
the dictatorship of the proletariat in 
Russia in 1918. His Octobdser 1923 de= 
ceptivs squation of a bourgeois with « 
proletarian dictatorship was already 
sontained in his article on the United 
States of Europcs, written sarlier tnat 
year, wherein he pretended there could 
be a Workers Government without the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. The 
wnole fraud in turn was preceded by 
the fundamental degeneration of the 
Bolshevik leadership, a malignant pro- 
cess woica consisted of the transform 
ation of evolutionary leaders into 
power-usurping burecrats who first 
intrigued against the workers for per- 
manent entrenchment in their high 
posts and then squabbled amongst them 
selves for the lion"s share of power. 


The smasiing defeat of the Gorman 
proletariat in 1923 due to tae treach- 
erous line foisted on them by Trotsky, 
Zinovisev, Kamenev, Stalin, Bukharin 
and other desorters from Marxism paved 
the way for the recovery of imperial- 
ist pewor waich led to the present ass 
sault on the Soviet Union. 


J. C. Hunter 
August 10, 1942 
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have been collected and arranged in historical orders ‘The 
entire material presented in this section can be read 


in this convenient collectione 
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